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By Mr. BARRY:

H.R.3042. A bill to amend gection 105 (b)
of the Servicemen's Dependents Allowance
Act of 1942 for the purpose of Increasing
the Government's contribution to the family
allowance of servicemen having wives and
children; to the Committee on Military Af-
fairs.

By Mr. CANNON of Missourl:

H.R.3043. A bill to provide rellef to farm-
ers whose property was destroyed or dams-
aged by floods in 1943; to the Committee on
Appropriations,

By Mr. HINSHAW:

H.R.3044. A bill to exclude service per-
formed by certain real-estate salesmen from
the definition of “employment" under the
Federal Unemployment Tax Act; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. RANKIN:

H.R.3045 (by request). A bill to promote
the welfare of persons discharged for dis-
ability from the military and naval forces
during World War No. 2 by establishment in
the Treasury of the emergency loan fund,
Veterans' Administration, and for other pur=
poses; to.the Committee on World War Vet-
erans’ Legislation.

By Mr. CANNON of Missouri:

H.J.Res, 141. Joint resolution to provide
priorities with respect to farm machinery
and equipment to farmers in areas affected
by floods in 1943; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

H.J.Res. 142, Joint resolution authorizing
the Secretary of Agriculture to suspend lim-
itations on production in areas affected by
floods in 1943; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

By Mr. BENDER:

H. Con. Res. 31. Concurrent resolution ap-
pealing to every citizen to support our gal-
lant alrmen, soldiers, and sailors with racial
cooperation at home; to the Committes on
the Judiciary.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COURTNEY:

H.R,3046. A bill for the rellef of Hershell

Parrish; to the Committee on Claims.
By Mr. ROLPH:

H.R.3047. A bill granting a pension to

Irene M. Estes; to the Committee on Invalid
Penslons.

H.R.3048. A bill granting an increase of
pension to Josephine Morris Rowan; to the
Committee on . Pensions.

By Mr. ROGERS of California:

H.R.3040. A Dbill for the relief of Mrs. Joe
J. Svejkovsky; to the Committee on Claims,

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1735. By Mr. ANDERSON of California:
Petition of Mary Albanese, requesting the
passage of legislation against the return of
the Japanese to the Pacific coast; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

1736, By Mr. GRIFFITHS: Petition of 125
citizens of Zanesville, Ohio, urging support
of House bill 2082, introduced by Hon. JoserH
R. Bryson, of South Carolina, to reduce ab-
senteeism, conserve manpower, and speed
production of materials necessary for the
winning of the war, by prohibiting the man-
ufacture, sale, or transportation of alcoholic
ligquors in the United States for the duration
of the war and until the tarmination of de=
mobilization; to the Committee on the Judi-
elary.

1737. By Mr. HEIDINGER: Communica=
tions from F. E. Giltner, president, Massao
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County Farm Bureau; one from Ernie Harper,
of Belknap, Ill,; and also one from William
Maedeker, of Rosebud, I1l.,, earnestly opposing
the proposed subsidy and price roll-back on
foods; to the Committee on Agriculture.
1738. Also, communication from the Farm
Bureau of Richland County, Ill., opposing the
proposed subsidy and roll-back on food
prices; to the Committee on Agriculture.
1739. Also, communications from Fred
Kotter and C. P. Fletcher, of Karnak; Allen
Rottmann, Walter E. Dyer, Charles L. Adkins,
Carl Baccus, and Frittz Kruger, of Metropolis;
and 8. A. Lynn, of Brookport, all representa-
tive farmers of Massac County, Ill., opposing
the proposed subsidy and price roll-back on
foods; to the Committee on Agriculture.

SENATE
Fripay, June 25, 1943

(Legislative day of Monday, May 24,
1943) s

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.,,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, in a world filled with
the clamor of those whose trust is in
violence and with the boasting of those
who reckon not with the ultimate su-
premacy of forces unseen and eternal, we
come seeking fortitude and stability as
we rest our souls in those final and vital
things stronger than the noise of the
world. Confront us, we beseech Thee,
with a vision of Thy majesty that we may
be stripped of pride and made humble
and penitent.

Save us from being victims of the ap-
parent and the transient. Give us the
steadying confidence that behind the
unchartered riot of today there hides a
power whose invisible energy is the real
master of the field. May we keep that
faith even when the obtrusive circum-
stances of the hour shriek against that
creed. And so in dark and dangerous
days may we still be able to utter our
glad and grateful confidence:

Though an host should encamp
against me, my heart shall not fear;
though war should rise against me, in
this will I be confident: The Lord is my
light and my salvation; whom shall I
fear? The Lord is the strenglth of my
life; of whom shall I be afraid?

Amen,
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr, Hirr, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the Jour-
nal of the proceedings of the calendar
day Thursday, June 24, 1943, was dis-
pensed with, and the Journal was ap-
proved.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of
& guorum. i

The VICE PRESIDENT.
will call the roll.

The CHier CLERK called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to
their names:

The clerk

Alken Bone Burton
Andrews Brewster Butler
Ball Bridges Byrd
Bankhead Brooks Capper
Bllbo Buck Caraway
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Chavez McCarran
Clark, Mo, MecClellan Shipstead
Connally McFarland Smith
Davis McEKellar Btewart
Downey McNary Taft
Eastland Maloney Thomas, Idaho
Ellender Maybank Thomas, Okla.
Ferguson Mead Thomas, Utah
George Millikin Tobey
Gerry Moore Truman
Green Murdock Tunnell
Guffey Murray Tydings
Gurney Nye Vandenberg
Hatch O'Daniel Van Nuys
Hawkes O'Mahoney Wagner
Hayden Overtoni Wallgren
Hill Pepper Walsh
Holman Radcliffe Wheeler
Johnson, Colo, Reed ‘Wherry
Kilgore . Revercomb ‘White
La Follette Reynolds Wiley
Langer Robertson Willis
Lodge Russell Wilson

Mr, HILL, I announce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grassl, the Sen-
ator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY], and
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr, EL-
LENDER] are absent from the Senate be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Baieyl, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Crark], and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Lucas] are detained on important
public business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
is necessarily absent.

The junior Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CuanpLER] is absent, having been
directed by the Committee on Military
Affairs, as a subcommittee of one, to visit .
the hospital ship which recently reached
New York from Africa.

Mr. McNARY. The Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. AusTIN] and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. BARBOUR] are
necessarily absent.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
BusHrIELD] is absent on official business
as a member of the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee.

The Senator from California [Mr.
Jounson] is absent because of illness.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-four
Senators have answered to their names.
A quorum is present.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS

The VICE PEESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following communications,
which were referred as indicated:

SUPPLEMENTAL ESTIMATE FOR WAR DEPART-
MENT—IMPROVEMENT OF EXISTING RIVER AND
Harsor Works (8. Doc. No. 76)

A communication from the President of the
United States, transmitting a supplemental
estimate of appropriation, fiscal year 1944,
for the War Department, for the improve=-
ment of existing river and harbor works, to
remain available until expended, amounting
to 87,095,000 (with an accompanying paper);
to the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

EsTIMATE FOR FEDERAL WORKS AGENCY, PUBLIG
RoAns ADMINISTRATION (8. Doc. No. T7)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting an estimate

-of appropriation, fiscal year 1944, in the

amount of $12,000,000 for the Federal Works

Agency (with an accompanying paper); to

the Committee on Appropriations and or-

dered to be printed.

JUDGMENTS RENDERED AGAINST THE GOVERN=-
MENT BY A DistrRICT COURT IN A SFECIAL
Case (8. Doc. No. 78)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to



1943

law, records of judgments rendered against
the Government by a district court in a spe-
cial case, requiring an appropriation of $19,-
864.80, together with an indefinite appro-
priation to pay interest (with accompanying
papers); to the Committee on Appropria-
tions and ordered to be printed.

JUDGMENTS RENDERED BY THE COURT OF CLAIMS
(8. Doc. No. 79)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a schedule of judgments rendered by
the Court of Claims and requiring an appro-
priation for their payment, amounting to
$486,486.20 (with accompanying papers); to
the Committee on Appropriations and or-
dered to be printed.

JUDGMENT RENDERED AGAINST THE GOVERN-
MENT BY DisTRICT CoURTS (UNDER THE NavY
DerARTMENT) (8. Doc. No. 80)

A communication from the President of the
United States, transmitting, pursuant to law,
a record of judgment rendered against the
Government by the district courts requiring
an appropriation of $6,688.72 together with
an Iindefinite appropriation to pay interest
(with accompanying papers); to the Com-
mittee on Approprintions and ordered to be
printed. -

ESTIMATE OF AFPROPRIATION TO PAY CLATM FOR
DaAmAGES BY CoruisioN, ETc., INCIDENT TO
OFPERATION OF A CoasT GUARD VESSEL (S. Doc.
No. 81)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting an estimate
of appropriation submitted by the Navy De-
partment to pay a claim for damages by
collision or damages incldent to the operation
of a vessel of the United States Coast Guard,
in the sum of $142.70 (with accompanying
papers) ; to the Committee on Appropriations
and ordered to be printed.

CrAamvms ForR DAMAGES BY CoLLisION, Erc,, IN=-
‘CIDENT TO OPERATION OF NAvAL VESSELS (S.
Doc. No. 82)

A communication from the President of the
United States, transmitting an estimate of
appropriation submitted by the Navy De-
partment to pay claims for damages by colli-
slon or damages incident to the operation
of vessels of the Navy, in the sum of $8,877.32,
which have been considered and adjusted
under the provisions of law and require an
appropriation for their payment (with ac-
companying papers); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

ESTIMATES OF APPROPRIATIONS To Pay Cramus
FOr Damaces To PrivaTELY OWNED PROP-
ERTY (8. Doc. No. 83)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting estimates of
gppropriations submitted by the several
executive departments and independent
offices to pay claims for damages to privately
owned property, in the sum of $6,154.95,
which bave been considered and adjusted
under the provisions of law and require

appropriations fo. thelr payment (with ac- .

companying papers); to the Committee on
Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

CrammMs ALLOWED BY GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OrricE AS CoveErREn BY CERTIFICATES OF
BeTTLEMENT (8, Doc. No. 84)

A communication from the President of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a schedule of claims amounting to
$117,251.89, allowed by the General Account-
ing Office, as covered by certificates of settle-
ment the numbers of which are shown in
the first ecolumn of said schedule under
appropriations, the balances of which have
‘been carried to the surplus fund under the
provisions of law, and for the services of the
geveral departments and independent offices
(with an accompanying paper); to the Coms~
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mittee on Appropriations and ordered to be

printed.

PROHIBITION OF LIQUOR SALES AROUND
MILITARY CAMPS—PETITION

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, Mrs. Grace
Cunningham, of Seattle, Wash.,, has
sent to me a petition signed by 28
residents of the city of Seattle praying
for the enactment of Senate bill 860, a
bill dealing with the liquor question. I
understand the bill is before the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs, and I assume
that the proper disposition of the peti-

tion is to have it referred to that com- -

mittee, and I ask that that be doné, and
also that the petition be printed in the
Recorp without all the signatures at-
tached thereto.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the petition will be received and
referred to the Committee on Military
Affairs, and printed in the Recorp with-
out all the signatures attached.

The petition is as follows:

To the Members of the Senate and House of
Representatives of the Congress of the
United States:

Whereas in the War Act of 1917, the Con-
gress of the United States included legisla-
tion forbidding the exploitation of the men
in the Army and the Navy by liquor and
commercialized vice, even though liquor was
then forbidden in any military unit; and

Whereas in the Selective Service Act the
Congress of 1940 called the young men of the
present time to traln for defense of our Na-
tion if need be, and there now exists for these
young defenders no defense from the activi-
tles of what Gen. George C. Marshall, Chief
of Staff of the Army of the United States,
referred to as “a sordid business for the ac-
cumulation of money,” namely the traffic in
alcoholic beverages, and. since beer is now
gold in the camps by Government authority,
and since commercialized prostitution in
camp areas threatens health, morals, and ef-
ficlency of service; Now therefore,

We, the undersigned citizens of Seattle,
State of Washington, do respectiully petition
you to vote for S. 860, as a contribution to a
wholesome defense program and a reenact-
ment of legislation similar to that of 1917
and so give to the young men of 1943 the
protection their fathers had in 1917,

Mrs. ROSALTE ANDERSON,
WaLLACE W. ANDERSON.
Myra G. KEENNEDY.
GRACE CUNNINGHAM
(And sundry other citizens
of Seattle, Wash.).

AMENDMNT OF NATURALIZATION LAWS
Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, I ask

unanimous consent to present for ap- °

propriate reference and to have printed
in the Recorp a letter addressed fo me
from Joseph Vacanti, president of the
Order Sons of Italy in America, of
the State of Nebraska, in which he states
that the executive committee of that
organization has studied House bills 1291

.and 1941, pertaining to the amendment

of the Nationality Act of 1940 and to the
naturalization of certain persons, not
citizens, whose sons or daughters have
served with the land or naval forces of
the United States, and that his organi-
zation is favorable to the passage of the

bills,
There being no objection, the letter

was received, referred to the Commit-
tee on Immigration and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:
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ORDER Sowns oF ITALY IN AMERICA,
Omaha, Nebr, June 21, 1943.
Hon. EENNETH WHERRY,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

HownoraBLE Sm: The executive committee
of the Order Sons of Italy in America of
the State of Nebraska has carefully examined
both H. R. 1291 and 1941, the first of which
pertains to the amendment o the Nation=
ality Act of 1940, and the other to the per=-
mitting of the naturalization of certain per-
sons, not citizens, whose sons or daughters
have served with the land or naval forces
of the United States,

We have examined these with care, as
stated, because of the fact that there are
many of our members throughout the State
of Nebraska, and throughout the United
States, who because of inability to speak
or write the English language have been un-
able to pass the requirements of the im-
migration and naturalization laws so that
they have been unable to receive the cer-
tificates of naturalization. These laws would
cause them to become eligible for they have
shown their loyalty by the reason that their
sons and daughters are serving in the armed
forces of the United States of Amerlca.

The executive committee Is in full accord
that such bills be passed, and in this manner
is making its intention known to its con=
stituents. It would be to the best interests
of the Nation as a whole if such bills be=
came law, and it is the desire of the execu-
tive committee that as representative of the
Btate of Nebraska you vote for the passage
of such bills, If in your mind you would be
satisfied that their passage will not be In-
imical to the peace and welfare of the
Nation,

Yours respectfully,
JoserH VACANTI, President.

THE SUBSIDY AND ROLL-BACK PRCGRAM

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I also
ask consent to present a statement by the
executive board of the Sioux City Milk
Producers’ Cooperative Association and
also a resolution adopted at the fifteenth
annual convention of the Nebraska Grain
and Feed Dealers Association, held at
Omaha, Nebr., relating to subsidies and
roll-backs, which I request may be print-
ed in the REcorp and lie on the table.

There being no objection, the state-
ment and resolution were received and
ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

JUNE 24, 1943.

We urge you to put forth every effort to
stem the tide of subsidies and get back to
normal everyday business thinking, Let the
crackpot economists and professors try their
nefarious experiments in a more propitious
time and not while we are fighting the great-
est war in history.

We hope every Congressman in both Houses
will keep their vested power glven them by
the people of this country insofar as is pos-
gible In these serious times and stop such
unwarranted experiments as subsidies.

The farmer merely wante to be left alone.
Given the labor and equipment with God
willing, without the hindrance of the devil
and his helpers, he will yet feed the world,.

Again urging your opposition to subsidies,
we remain,

Yours eincerely,
Sroux Crry Mk PropUCERs'
COOPERATIVE ASSOCIATION,
ArEC CHICOINE,
FrEp KaMM,
J. L. STEVENSON,
E. R. PIKE.
H. BLIEL,
Ezecutive Board.
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RESOLUTION ADOPTED AT THE FIFTEENTH ANNUAL
CONVENTION OF THE NEBRASKA GRAIN AND
FEED DEALERS ASSOCIATION, HELD AT OMAHA,
NEBR,, JUNE 6 AND 7
‘Whereas the Office of Price Administration

is about to institute a subsidy program roll-
ing back the cost to consumers of meats, but=
ter, and other food, the Nebraska Grain Deal-
ers Association is unalterably opposed to any
program of subsidizing consumers because
such a program will have a tendency to cur-
tail food production and increase black
markets.

This program will bring about more Fed-
eral regulations of all private industries and
will require another army of employees to
administer when those employees are needed
directly in the war effort. We consider the
paying of a subsidy to consumers as illegal
and not provided for under present law. The
same consumer supposed to be helped under
this proposal will ultimately have to pay his
own bill through taxes, Private industry is
already taxed to the breaking point by Gov-
ernment rules and regulations. Our efli-
ciency and our ability to produce are already
impaired by Government rules and regula-
tions, We feel that we could perform a better
eervice with less Government interference.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr, STEWART, from the Committee on
Claims:

5. 841. A bill for the relief of J. P, Woolsey;
with an amendment (Rept. No. 343);

5.1049. A bill to authorize the payment of
additional compensation to special counsel in
the case of United States v. Standard Oil Co.
of California; with an amendment (Rept. No.

H.R.1081, A bill for the relief of Frank
Borah; without amendment (Rept. No. 345);
and

H.R.2089. A bill for the relief of Jennie
Walker; without amendment (Rept. No. 346).

By Mr, STEWART (for Mr. ELLENDER), from
the Committee on Claims:

S.560. A bill for the rellef of Western Mary-
land Dairy, Inc.; without amendment (Rept.
No. 347);

H.R.1008. A bill for the rellef of El Paso
Electric Co.; without amendment (Rept. No.

348);

H.R. 1315. A bill for the relief of George
Henry Bartole and Vernon Wayne Tennyson;
without amendment (Rept. No. 349);

H. R. 1602. A bill for the relief of Robert N.
Bickert; without amendment (Rept. No. 350);

and

H.R.2088. A bill for the relief of John
Rhoden; without amendment (Rept. No. 351).

By Mr., WHERRY, from the Committee on
Claims:

8. 770. A bill for the relief of Eddie Percle;
with an amendment (Rept. No. 352);

H.R.249, A bill for the relief of Gertrude

?gac:mtts: without amendment

H.R.1557. A bill for the rellef of Robert
H. Pulliam; without amendment (Rept. No.
354);

H.R.1712. A bill for the rellef of Sarah
Ann Elizabeth Holliday Foxworth and Ethel
Allene Brown Haberfeld; without amendment
(Rept. No. 358), and

H.R.1874. A bill for the relief of Robert
P. Sick; with an amendment (Rept. No. 355).

By Mr, ROBERTSON, from the Committee
on Claims:

S.1101. A bill to provide for the payment
of the claim of John C. Shaw, administrator
de bonis non of the estate of Sydney C. Mc-
Louth, deceased, arising out of a contract
between said deceased and the United States
Shipping Board Emergency Fleet Corporation,
for the construction of seagoing tugs; with
an amendment (Rept. No. 356).

(Rept.- No.
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By Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the
Committee on Appropriations:

H.R.2006. A bill making appropriations
for the Military Establishment for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1944, and for other pur-
poses; with amendments (Rept. No. 857).

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

As in executive session.

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. GEORGE, from the Committee on
Finance:

Sundry assistant surgeons and passed as-
sigtant surgeons for promotion in the United
States Public Health Service.

By Mr. REYNOLDS, from the Committee
on Military Affairs:

Francis L. McNamee, from the State of
Pennsylvania, to be regional manpower di-
rector at $8,000 per annum in the Philadel-
phia regional cffice of the War Manpower
Commission,

ELIMINATION OF PRIVATE SUITS FOR
PENALTIES AND DAMAGES ARISING
OUT OF FRAUDS AGAINST THE UNITED
STTES—MINORITY VIEWS

Mr. LANGER, as a member of the
Committee on the Judiciary, submitted
minority views on the bill (H. R. 1203) to
eliminate private suits for penalties and
damages arising out of frauds against the
United States, which were ordered to be
printed (pt. 2 of Rept. No. 291).

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by unan-
imous consent, the second time, and re-
ferred as follows:

By Mrs. CARAWAY:

S. 1269. A bill to incorporate the Blue Star
Mothers of America; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. REYNOLDS:

S.1270. A bill making a grant to William
G. Holman to be used in conducting experi-
mentation with respect to blue mold; to
the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

By Mr. TOBEY: :

5.1271. A bill to extend gratuitously poli-
cies of insurance issued by the War Damage
Insurance Corporation for 1 year; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. OVERTON:

5. J. Res. 69. Joint resolution to amend
Public Law 45, Seventy-eighth Congress, ap-
proved April 29, 1943, with respect to the
payment of old-age assistance under the So-
cial Security Act without regard to income
and resources arising from agricultural labor;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

CONTINUATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION—AMENDMENT

Mr. OMAHONEY submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (S. 1108) to continue
Commodity Credit Corporation as an
agency of the United States, increase its
borrowing power, revise the basis of the
annual appraisal of its assets, and to
provide for an audit by the General Ac-
counting Office of the financial transac-
tions of the Corporation, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on
the table and to be printed.

THOMAS JEFFERSON BICENTENNIAL—

EXERCISES AT UNIVERSITY OF VIR-
GINIA

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, the Thomas
Jefferson Bicentennial Commission,
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jointly with the Virginia Jefferson Bi-
centennial Commission, announces that
a speech which will be delivered by the
senior Senator from KXentucky [Mr.
BARKLEY] on July 4 in honor of Thomas
Jefferson will be broadcast from the Uni-
versity of Virginia over the blue net-
work, starting at 4:30 p. m. A Nation-
wide hook-up will be used.

Following the speech of the Senator
from Kentucky from the university, a
wreath will be placed on the grave of
Thomas Jefferson at nearby Monticello.

The program will be conducted by
Edward Boykin, executive secretary of
the Thomas Jefferson Bicentennial Com-
mission. Gov. Colgate W. Darden, of
Virginia, will introduce the Senator from
Kentucky.

The entire membership of the Vir-
ginia Jefferson Bicentennial Commis-
sion will be on hand to join in these
exercises as will perhaps certain descend-
ants of Thomas Jefferson. It is expected
that the largest gathering of citizens of
the community in years will attend inas-
much as 1943 is the two hundredth an-
niversary of the birth of Thomas Jeffer=
son, while July Fourth is the one hun-
dred and seventeenth anniversary of his
death, :

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
senf to have printed in the body of the
RECORD as a part of my remarks a tribute
to Thomas Jefferson prepared by the
Thomas Jefferson Bicentennial Commis-
sion.

There being no objection, the tribute
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows: ;

To THOMAS JEFFERSON—APRIL 13, 1743-JULY
4, 1826—A TRIBUTE

“I have sworn upon the altar of God eter-
nal hostility against every form of tyranny
over the mind of man."”

We, the people of the United States of
America, heirs of the incomparable struggle
carried on by you and your compatriots for
the liberation of the human mind and for
the rights of man, humbly pay this tribute
of affirmation in the hope that your ringing
statement of beliefs will give courage and
faith and tolerance to those who now fight
the unending fight against the ancient forces
of tyranny and cynicism and intolerance.

ON THE RIGHTS OF MAN

We affirm with you our belief in these self-
evident truths: “Chat all men are created
equal, that they are endowed by their Cre-
ator with certain unalienable rights; that
among these are life, liberty, and the pur=-
suit of happiness; that to secure these rights
governments are instituted among men, de-
riving their just powers from the consent of
the governed.” (From the Declaration of In=-
dependence.)

ON EDUCATION

We affirm with you our belief “That the
most effectual means of preventing [tyranny]
would be to flluminate, as far as practical,
the minds of the people at large and more
especially to give them knowledge of those
tacts, which history exhibiteth, that, pos-
sessed thereby of the experience of other ages
and countries, they may be enabled to know
ambition under all its shapes, and prompt to
exert their natural powers to defeat all its
purposes * * * ‘whence it becomes ex-
pedient for promoting the public happiness
that those persons, whom nature hath en-
dowed with genius and virtue, should be
rendered by liberal education worthy to re-
ceive, and able to guard the sacred deposit
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of the rights and liberties of their fellow
citizens, and that they should be called to
that charge without regard to wealth, birth,
or other accldental conditlon or circum-
stance.” (A bill for the more general dif-
fusion of knowledge, 1779.)

_ ON A FREE PRESS

We affirm with you a belief in the need of &
free press for a free people: "“The only security
of all is in a free press. The force of public
opinion cannot be resisted, when permitted
freely to be expressed. The agitation it pro-
duces must be submitted to. It is necessary
to keep the waters pure. We are all, for ex-
ample, in agitation even in our peaceful coun-
try. For In peace as well as in war, the mind
must be kept in motion.” (To Lafayette,
1823.)

ON RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

We affirm with you ocur bellef that “Al-
mighty Ged hath created the mind free, and
manifested His supreme will that free it shall
remain by making it altogether insusceptible
of restraints; that all attempts to influence
It by temporal punishments, or burthens, or
by civil incapacitations, tend only to begat
habits of hypocricy and meanness, *

That to compel a man to furnish oontribu-
tions of money for the propagation of opinions
which he disbelieves and abhars, is sinful and
tyrannieal * * * that our civil rights
have no dependence on our religlous opinions
any more than our opinions in physics on
geometry * * * that the opinions of men
are not the object of civil government, nor
under its jurisdiction * * * and, finally,
that truth is great and will prevail if left to
herself, and has nothing to fear from the
conflict unless by human interposition dis-
armed of her natural weapons, free argu-
ment, and debate; errors ceasing to be dan-
_gerous when it is permitted freely to contra-
“dict them.” (From the Virginia bill for
establishing religious freedom, 1779.)

ON THE STRENGTH OF REPUBLICAN GOVERNMENT

We effirm with you a profound bellef in the
strength of republican government founded
on dembceratic prineciples: “I know indeed that
some honest men have feared that a repub-
lican government cannot be strong; that this
Government is not strong enough. But would
the honest patriot, in the full tide of success-
ful experiment, abandon a government which
has so far kept us full and firm, on the the-
oretic and visionary fear that this Govern-
ment, the world's best hope, may, by possi-
bility, want enough to preserve itself? I
trust not. I believe this, on the contrary, the
strongest government on earth. I believe it
the only one where every man, at the call of
the law, would fly to the standard of the law;
would meet invasions of public order, as his
own personal concern.” (Inaugural Address,
1801.)

ON FAITH IN THE PEOFLE

We affirm with you our belief in the ca-
pacity of the people: “Every government de-
generates when trusted to the rulers of the
Ppecple alone. The people themselves there-
fore are its only safe depositories. And to
render them safe, thelr minds must be im-
proved to a certain degree. This Indeed is
not all that is necessary, though it be essen-
tially necessary. An amendment of our Con-
stitution must here come in ald of the public
education. The influence over government
must be shared among all the people. If
every individual which composes their mass
participates of the ultimate asuthority, the
Government will be safe; because the cor-
rupting the whole mass will exceed any pri-
vate resources of wealth; and public ones
cannot be provided but by levies on the
pecple, The way to have a good and safe
government is not to trust it all to one, but
to divide it among the many, distributing to
every one exactly the functions he is com-
petent to.” (Notes on Virginia.)
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ON TYRANNICAL GOVERNMENT

We affirm, in the face of unparalleled exam-
ples, our agreement with your abhorrence of
government by t¥yranny: “To have an idea of
the curse of existence under [governments
of force], they must be seen, It is a govern=
ment of wolves over sheep.” (Letter to James
Madison, 1787.)

ON THE BILL OF RIGHTS

We affirm with you the belief “That a bill
of rights is what the people are entitled to
agalnst every government on earth, general
or particular, and what no just government
should refuse, or rest on inferences.,” (Let-
ters to James Madison, 1787.)

ON FIGHTING FOR LIEERTY

We affirm with you our determination to
carry on to our last breath today’s fight for
freedom: “We most solemnly, before God and
the world, declare that, exerting the utmost
energy of those powers which our beneficent
Creator hath graclously bestowed upon us,
the arms we have been compelled by our ene-
mies to assume, we will, in defiance of every
hazard, with unabating firmness and per-
severance, employ for the preservation of our
liberties; being with one mind resolved to die
free men rather than to live slaves.” (Dec-
laration of the Causes of Taking up Arms,
July 6, 1775.)

We honor you the more for cherishing and
defending these democratic ideals because
you did so without the advantages and
strength that we possess. In your day our
Republic was young and experimental: to-
day it is the most powerful Nation in the
world, the Impregnable fortress of democ-
racy, made great and powerful because of
the principles and institutions which you
cherished. You had only a faith in the
people and in their future: we have the ad-
vantage of basing our similar faith on the
proofs that shine forth from a century and
a half of unparalleled achievement. You
confronted the skeptics of your day with
belief in the common sense of the people:
we confront the cynics and disbellevers of
our day with proof that you were right.

CONTINUATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION

The Senate resumed fhe consideration
of the bill (8. 1108) to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase its bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the
annual appraisal of its assets, and to
provide for an audit by the General
Accounting Office of the financial trans-
actions of the Corporafion, and for other
purposes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of
the Senator from Missouri [Mr, CLARK],
as modified, to the committee amend-
ment inserting section 5, on which the
yeas and nays have been ordered.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, in view of the fact that the yeas
and nays have been ordered, I assume
that, under the rules, I am not permitted
to accept a modification of my amend-
ment without obtaining unanimous
consent.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is correct.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Therefore
I ask unanimous consent, Mr. President,
that the amendment which I have pro-
posed be modified by the inclusion of
the amendment with respect to which
the Senator from Georgia [Mr, GEORGE]
on yesterday gave notice. The Senator’s
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proposed amendment is published in the
RECORD.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
Jection to the request of the Senator
from Missouri?

Mr. McNARY., Mr. President, I do
not know that I have objection, but I
should like to have the amendment re-
stated.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am look=
ing for the amendment, I will say to the
Senator from Oregon. The amendment
has been printed.

Mr., GEORGE. My amendment, pro-
posed as an amendment to the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri, has
been printed.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The pro-
posed modification of the Senator from
Georgia is in the language of the com-
mittee amendment itself. That state-
ment is correct, is it not, I will ask the
Senator from Georgia?

Mr. GEORGE. Yes; it is in the lan-
guage of the committee amendment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I ask that
the amendment proposed by the Senator
from Georgia be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amend-
ment will be stated.

The CHier CLERK, At the end of the
amendment proposed by Mr. Crarx of
Missouri it is proposed to insert the
following:

Provided further, That the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation is authorized to borrow
money and pay (&) to shippers of commodi=
tles or others the increased costs of trans-
portation resulting from the war emergency
and (b) to pay subsidies relating to, or
purchase for the purpose of selling at a loss,
strategic and critical materials necessary to
the manufacture of equipment and muni-
tions of war for the United States Govern-
ment or any of the United Nations, and to
subsidize the high cost production of min-
erals to increase the production thereof.

So that, as modified, Mr. Clark’s
amendment would read:

That on and after the date of enactment
of this act no authority shall be exercised
by the Price Administrator, the Federal Loan
Administrator, or any other governmental
agency or corporation with respect to the
making of any subsidy payments under sec=
tion 2 (e) of the Emergency Price Control
Act of 1942, as amended, and any authority
contained in such section with respect to
the making of subsidy payments is hereby
repealed: Provided, That nothing in this act
shall be construed to affect in any manner
the rights or interests of any person who has
acted in good faith in rellance upon any
regulation or order issued prior to the date
of enactment of this act with respect io such
subsidy payments under the authority of
such section 2 (e), and to the extent neces-
sary to protect the rights or interests of
any such person in connection with trans-
actions heretofore made or entered into such
subsidy payments may be made: Provided
further, That the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation is authorized to borrow money
and pay (a) to shippers of commodities or
others the increased costs of transportation
resulting from the war emergency and (b) to
pay subsidies relating to, or purchase for the
purpose of selling at a loss, strategic and
critical materials necessary to the manufac-
ture of equipment and munitions of war for
the United States Government or any of
the United Nations, and to subsidize the
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high cost production of minerals to increase
the production thereof.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Mr. Presi-
dent, I now ask unanimous consent that
I may be permitted to modify my amend-
ment by the inclusion of the amendment
offered by the Senator from Georgia.

' The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there oh-
Jection?

* Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, in
view of the fact that the language of the
George amendment is taken from the
committee amendment, I have no objec-
tion.

Mr. McNARY. Mr. President, I favor
the amendment. I think it is a very
happy suggestion. But I am wondering
if it is broad enough to comprehend the
suggestion made by the able Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. O'ManoNEY] last
evening just prior to the time the Senate
took a recess. Has anyone conferred
with the Senator from Wyoming on that
subject?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I have not
had the opportunity to do so, I will say
to the Senator.

Mr. McNARY. I am not making any
qualification along that line, but I am
simply curious to know if the proposal
of the Senator from Missouri will meet
the thought which was expressed by the
Senator from Wyoming last evening.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I will say
to the Senator from Oregon that I have
taken the matter up with some of the
attorneys who are interested in preserv-
ing the subsidies for metals and strategic
materials, but as yet I have not received
a report. I hope we can wait a few min-
utes before taking action on the amend-
ment until we receive the report and
ascertain whether the George amend-
ment covers the whole matter in a com-
prehensive and adequate manner. We
will have that information in a very few
minutes. If thereis some way of holding
up the matter a little while I hope it may
be done. y

Mr, McNARY. Mr, President, it is not
my purpose to delay consideration of this
measure. I realize the necessity for go-
ing through with the bill as fast as we
can, intelligently, of course, and that is a
matter which is wholly up to the distin-
guished Senator from Missouri.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I have no desire to press for im-
mediate action on this matter until
Senators who are interested in the modi-
fication of the amendment have an op-
portunity to be heard. I made my
request simply because my amendment
was the pending business before the Sen-
ate, and I had to make if then or not
make it at all,

Mr. McNARY. Let me suggest, in the
interest of expedition, that we accept the
proposed amendment offered by the able
Senator from Missouri, as he desires to
modify it, and then if our action is not
satisfactory to the Senator from Wyo-

" ming he ean ask for a reconsideration of

the vete by which the amendment was
agreed to.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl, That would
be entirely satisfactory to me,
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That
would be entirely satisfactory to me also,

Mr. McNARY. I am willing to act on
the suggestion that the amendment he
agreed to and that a reconsideration of
the vote be had if it is found to be not
satisfactory.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will say to
the Senator from Oregon that, so far as
I am concerned, if it shall be found that
the amendment is not satisfactory, I
shall have no objection to a reconsidera-
tion of the vote by which it was agreed
to. But, for the purpose of getting the
matter before the Senate, I renew my
request for unanimous consent that I be
permitted to modify my amendment by
the inclusion of the amendment of the
Senator from Georgia.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator from
Missouri?

Mr. AIKEN.
request.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri is modified by inclusion
in it of the amendment of the Senator
from Georgia.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator wish to object?

Mr, PEPPER. No, I have no objection,
If I correctly understand the present
parliamentary situation, the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri has
been modified by inclusion of the amend-
ment of the Senator from Georgia?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is cor-
rect.

Mr. PEPPER. May I ask the Senator
from Missouri if he will be kind enough
in a succinct way to state what the ef-
fect of the amendment, as modified, now
is?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will say
to the Senator from Florida the effect
of the amendment as modified at the
present time is that it repeals section 2
(e) of the Stabilization Act, which is
the authority relied on by the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation and by the O.P. A,
to make subsidy payments on food.

The amendment preserves the inten-
tion of Congress already expressed to
authorize transportation subsidies for
certain very critical materials, such as
petroleum, in certain areas of the United
States, and also preserves the subsidies
as to critical minerals of various kinds,
and as to certain other commodities,
which it has been intended all the time
by Congress, if necessary, to have pro-
duced at a loss, and for the Government
to take up the slack of any loss that
might be incurred.

Mr. PEPPER. 8o, if I correctly un-
derstand the able Senator, the amend-
ment as modified presents clearly the
issue as to whether we are to allow au-
thority or funds for the making of sub-
sidies for food production.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is en-
tirely correct. The amendment as pres-
ently modified is intended to express the
view which Congress entertained when
it passed the Stabilization Act, namely,
that it was authorizing subsidies for pro-
duction, certain subsidies for transpor-
tation, certain subsidies for strategic ma-

I do not object to the
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terials, but was not authorizing subsidies .
as a price-control measure,

Mr. PEPPER. Nor subsidies to aid in
food production?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No, no; it is
not my intention, so far as I am con-
cerned, to prohibit bona fide production
subsidies.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I do
not concede that the Senator’s amend-
ment as modified has that effect, I think
it prohibits every sort of subsidy except
for strategic minerals and transporta-
tion.

Mr. PEPPER. That is the issue I want
to have made clear. We now have before
us the Clark amendment which would
repeal the authority referred to in the
Emergency Price Control Act.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. That is cor-

rect.
Mr. PEPPER. We have the George
amendment included in the Clark

amendment, which would authorize sub-
sidies only in specific cases, namely, of
increased cost of transportatien resulting
from the war emergency of products such
as petroleum.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I will say to
the Senator from Florida that the effect
of my amendment is to wipe out section
2 (e) in the broadest possible terms, with
the ‘exception of the specific limitations
placed in *he amendment by the George
amendment. I will say further to the
Senator from Florida that, so far asI am
concerned, at a proper time I would be
glad to vote for any proposition to in-
clude bona fide production subsidies, but
it seems to me, in view of the flagrant,
notorious manner in which section 2 (e)
of the Stabilization Act has been dis-
torted by certain authorities, that the
thing to do is to wipe out that section,
and then restore, if Congress so desires,
bona fide production subsidies; I will say
very frankly to the Senator that in the
present status of the Clark amendment,
as modified by the George amendment,
it does wipe out authority for all sub-
sidies except those specifically enumer-
ated in the George amendment.

Mr. PEPPER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. President, in view of my under-
standing that the able Senator from
Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD] proposes to
discuss this question, I do not desire to
address myself to it at the present time,
but I do wish to have the privilege of
addressing myself to it before the issue
is concluded.

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 did noft clearly
hear the Senator’s statement.

Mr. PEPPER. 1 say that, in view of
the information I have received that the
able Senator from Alabama proposes to
address himself to this subject, I shall
not address myself to it at this time, but
I desire to address myself to it before the
matter shall be concluded.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I intend to make
some remarks about the matter, but I
do not know how many more speeches
are to be made. I do not desire to de-
mand the floor at this time, if other Sen-
ators are prepared to speak, for the sim=-
ple reason that I think I have the right,
as a proponent, to close the debate. I
do not know fhat there is any rule to
that effect, but I believe it would follow
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parliamentary practice. I do not'intend
at the moment to speak, if some other
Senator desires to address the Senate,
but I intend to do so before final action
is taken.

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr, President, I
should like to ask of the Senator from
Missouri, regarding his proposed amend-
ment, a question with reference to that
portion of his amendment on page 2,
line 2, beginning with the word “Pro-
vided,” and concluding in the eleventh
line. Would not that provision ratify
and legalize the promises which have
been made by the administration to pay
subsidies on the roll-back on butter,
beef, and coffee?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, the Senator’s statement may be
correct to a certain extent, but only to
the extent to which people have in good
faith dealt with the Government and
changed their position. It seems to me
that such people are entitled to be pro-
tected. The average man who produces
butter or any other farm commodity is
not a lawyer, and in time of war he
should not be charged with the respon-
sibility of dealing at his peril with the
Government of the United States.

Therefore, I have provided by the
amendment that people who have dealt
in good faith with the Government of
the United States shall be protected.
I do not think we can do any less. There
has been dispute between various gov-
ernmental agencies, including the Attor-
ney General of the United States, there
has been dispute on the fioor of the Sen-
ate among Senators who are good law-
yers, as to exactly what the provisions
of the old law authorize.

I am very clear in my own opinion
about it, but I do not think that in good
conscience we should pass an act which
would prejudice and penalize people who
in good faith have dealt with the Gov-
ernment of the United States in time of
war. I, personally, should never be will-
ing to do such a thing.

Mr, O'DANIEL. I thank the Senator.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I should
like to interrogate the Senator from Mis-
souri, As I read clause (b) of the pro-
posed amendment of the Senator from
Georgia, it seems to me it would permit
the subsidization of crops or animal prod-
ucts necessary to the manufacture of
equipment and munitions of war for the
United States Government or for any
of the United Nations, but would not
permit the subsidization of crops or ani-
mal products for food purposes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, That is my
understanding. I should be glad if the
Senator would address his inquiry to the
Senator from Georgia, the author of the
amendment. The Senator has accu-
rately stated my opinion of the amend-
ment and what I had in mind when I
asked to be permitted to amend my
amendment by the inclusion of the
amendment of the Senator from Geor-
gia. However, I should be glad to have
the Senator address his question to the
Benator from Georgia.

Mr, ATKEN. Let me ask the Senator
from Georgia if, by the second part of his
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amendment, he means that crops or ani-
mal products may be subsidized or
bought and sold at a loss for the purpose
of the manufacture of equipment and
munitions of war, but not for food pur-
poses.

Mr. GEORGE. Exactly—to be bought
and sold for the manufacture of equip-
ment and munitions of war for the United
States Government or any of the Uniled
Nations, and to subsidize the high-cost
production of minerals to increase the
production thereof.

Mr. ATKEN. Under the amendment it
would be possible to subsidize crops for
the purposes of manufacturing alcohol or
glycerine or sugars or corn or other ma-
terials used in the manufacture of alumi-
num or steel; would it not?

Mr, GEORGE. For the Government?

Mr, AIKEN, Yes; for the Govern-
ment.

Mr. GEORGE. In the manufacture of
equipment and munitions of war.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, I think
the amendment goes a little too far; but,
realizing the seriousness of the situation
and the necessity for doing something
about it, and also realizing that the mat-
ter will finally have to be worked out by
Congress, I expect to support the amend-
ment of the Senator from Missouri, as
amended by the amendment of the Sena-
tor from Georgia.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I should
likee to call attention to one circumstance
which seems to me to make the amend-
ment proposed by the Senator from Mis-
souri very defective in respect to serving
the purposes the Senator intends to have
it serve unless in some way he adds a
prohibition against buying and selling.
All the amendment would do would be to
take out that part of section 2 (e) which
deals with subsidies.

Section 2 (e) reads as follows:

(e) Whenever the Administrator de-
termines that the maximum necessary pro-
duction of any commodity is not being ob-
tained or may not be obtained during the
ensuing year, he may, on behalf of the
United States, without regard to the pro=-
visions of law requiring competitive bidding,
buy or sell at public or private sale, or store
or use, such commodity in such gquantities
and in such manner and upon such terms
and conditions as he determines to be neces-
sary to obtain the maximum necessary pro-
duction thereof—

That is very broad language, Mr,
President—
or otherwise to supply the demand therefor,

or make subsidy payments to domestic pro-
ducers.

All that would be repealed by the
amendment would be the provision for
the making of subsidy payments to
domestic producers; so it would be per-
fectly possible for the administrator to
go on buying and selling through the
R. F. C. or the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration.

Furthermore, entirely apart from the
Price-Control Act, the Commodity Credit
Corporation has power to buy and sell
commodities, and it has bought and sold
commodities af a loss before this time.
Not only that, but by the pending bill we
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shall be giving it a billion dollars more
with which it could continue to buy and
sell commuodities, farm commodities, if
you please. I should not have the slight-
est difficulty, after the passage of the bill
including the Clark amendment, if I
wished to do so, and if I ran the Com-
modity Credit Corporation, to do just ex-
actly, in effect, what now is being done,
and to spend a billion dollars in doing it,
instead of spending the limited amount
which is provided in the commitiee
amendment.

I see nothing in the world to prevent
the Commodity Credit Corporation from
announcing that it is going to buy all the
butter in the couniry at whatever the
price may be—50 cents, let us say—and
later dole it out at 45 cents, from time to
time, to various people—carrying out
exactly the same procedure, except the
latter procedure would put the Govern-
ment more ifito business than it ever
would have been if it simply paid a sub-
sidy to producers.

The same thing is true with respect to
meat. As to coffee, today, the Board of
Economic Warfare is buying the whole
coffee crop of Brazil, under what author-
ity I do not know. Some one of the sub-
sidiary corporations—I think it is the
Commodity Credit Corporation—is tak-
ing over all the buying of coffee in
Brazil. So if it be desired to accom-
plish the same effect at equal cost to the
Government, it can be done under the
Clark amendment, so far as I can see,
We would not really avoid the problem
of having subsidy payments.

The committee amendment provides
that none of the corporations shall pur-
chase any commodities for the purpose
of selling them at a loss.

I admit that even that provision would
be somewhat difficult to enforce; because
it would not prevent one of the corpora-
tions from buying the commodities and
finding out later that it had to sell them
at a loss. However, at least it could not
deliberately adopt a program of selling
at a loss,

So in that respect I think the com-
mittee amendment is much stronger
than the other.

When we begin to distinguish, as we
are now doing, between production sub-
sidies and other subsidies, I find it im=
possible to draw a reasonable line of de-
marcation between what kind of subsi-
dies can be paid and what kind of subsi-
dies cannot be paid. It seems to me that
the thing to do is to impose a limitation
on all subsidies. If the Senate does not
want to approve the roll-back provision
which would cost $450,000,000, I think
the best way to proceed would be to cut
the $500,000,000 to $100,000,000 or to
$50,000,000, and leave the R. F. C. with
some money with which to carry out the
purpose, or else cut out the R. F. C. alto-
gether, and leave the Commodity Credit.-
Corporation with $175,000,000 for those
total purposes,

So, it seems to me that, while we could
show our sentiment by adopting the
Clark amendment against subsidies, in
name, I do not really think we would
accomplish as much as we would if we
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-adopted the committee amendment. A
year from now I think we shall find that
if the Government has a ‘policy of buying
and selling, it will cost the Government
more than a policy of having a limited
amount of direct subsidies.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I can say to
the Senator from Ohio that so far as my
own view is concerned, it is perfectly
consistent, because I intend to vote for
the amendment which I have offered,
which I think is a very valuable restric-
tion, and I intend to vote against the
bill,

Mr. AIEEN., Mr. President, I should
like to ask a further question of the
Senator from Missouri. Is he satisfied
that the language of his amendment, as
modified, wculd not restrict the sale of
Government wheat on the terms specif-
ically authorized by an act of Congress?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I will say
to the Senator from Vermont that I do
not think it would. That certainly was
not the intention. It is certainly not
my intention to change that policy of
the Government. Although, as the
* Senator knows, I was opposed to the
adoption of the policy originally, I cer-
tainly have no intention of changing it
by indirection in this manner,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, it
seems that the foremost reason given
by the proponents of the committee
amendment is that we should provide
the funds to pay for commitments al-
ready made, for which there is no legal
authorization., The department has
said in a press release to the packers,
“Buy these ecattle”; and to the whole-
salers, “Roll back the prices, and we
will pay.,” So it is now contended that
the department has made commitments,
and that is the main reason why we are
asked to support some kind of a subsidy
or provide money to pay for the com-
mitments which have been made with-
out authorization.

The guestion asked by the junior Sen-
ator from Texas [Mr, O'DaNIEL] was
timely. He asked the Senator from Mis-
souri whether the amendment which he
proposed would provide for such a pro-
gram. The Senator from Missouri said
that it would. I should like to say, with
reference to the question asked by the
Senator from Texas, that I do not be-
lieve any commitments have been made
to be paid for, even though we do pro-
vide a subsidy. I say that on the basis
of facts which I have received from my
own State of Nebraska. Ireceived them
from Omaha even as late as last night.

When the roll-back order was issued,
the roll-back was directed to the whole-
salers of meat, The theory was that they
would go into the market and pay the
then prevailing prices to the producers;
that the subsidy would make up the dif-
ference. But the packer did not do that.
That is what caused the demoralization
of the markets. That is what brings up
the question which is before us. Neither
the packer nor the wholesaler made any
commitments, because they did not rely
upon the order of the United States
Government. They did not rely on the
press reports. They bought cattle for
less than the prevailing prices. So I
aoubt very much whether any commit-
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ment has been made, for which payment
is required. If we should provide the
subsidy, where would it go? If we should
provide money for the wholesalers, what
assurance have we that it would get back
to the producer? In a telegram from
the president of the Union Stock Yards,
of Omaha, Nebr., he informs me that
only one wholesaler rolled back prices.
They did not put any confidence in the
press reports.

The proponents of the measure before
us say that we have made commitments,
and therefore we should somehow guar-
antee this postdated check and provide
the wherewithal. That is the big argu-
ment advanced to the Senate to vote
some kind of a subsidy—either $250,-
000,000 or $500,000,000—in order to
make good departmental unauthorized
commitments. I will go as far as anyone
else in order to make good any legal con-
tract which the United States has al-
ready entered into, if it can be shown
that the department has made a ccn-
tractual commiiment, and that in equity
we ought fo pay for authorized commit-
ments already made. That provision is
included im the Clark amendment,
which I intend to support. But I think
that argument is weak. There is no
showing that any commitment has been
made.

What would the bill do? Even as
amended by the Taft amendment, it pro-
vides that we shall pay a subsidy of
$250,000,000 or $500,000,000 to do what?
The point is that the bill would establish
a subsidy, on the wrong premises, After
the eloquent address by the distinguished
Senator from South Carolina, chairman
of the Senate Committee on Agriculture
and Foresty [Mr. Smtrl, Senators
should cerfainly know what the bill in-
volves. The proposed subsidy would not
go to the producer. It would go to the
consumer. It would be a bonus to the
consumer. It would not be a subsidy to
the producer. There is no authority un-
der section 2 (e) of the Price Control Act
for the payment of such a subsidy.

We talk about the opinion of the At-
torney General. I highly respect the
opinion of the senior Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tarr]l. He has stated that in his
opinion this is not a legal subsidy. I
respect the opinion of the senior Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crarxl, who also
stated that such a subsidy is not legal.
I respect also the statement made by
the senior Senator from Georgia [Mr.
Grorgel. Aside from the legal question,
the Senator from Georgia stated that it
was his understanding, when the sub-
sidy question was before a previous Con-
gress for consideration, that this sub-

sidy was a subsidy to be paid the pro- 1

ducer for increased agricultural produe-
tion, and that it is a violation of the
spirit of the act to pay to the consumer
a roll-back under the guise of paying
the producer a subsidy.

Let me say, once and for all, that the
proposed subsidy would not go back to
the producer. The only proper inter-
pretation of the Price Control Act is that
the subsidy provided for in section 2 (e)
is a subsidy to the producer. That is
the spirit of the act. The proposed sub-
sidy would go only to the wholesaler of

JUNE 25

meat.* It would not reach beyond the
wholesaler. It would not reach the
Nebraska farmer who is feeding cattle,
and who needs a profit in order to en-
courage the production of beef. The
subsidy would stop with the packer. It
would then be rolled back to the con-
sumer. :

The proposed subsidy is not a subsidy
to pay the producer anything. It is a
bonus to the consumer. What good
would it do the consumer? If we should
put $2,000,000,000 into the hands of the
buying public, the inflationary eflect
would be much more than the 10-percent
roll-back.

We have heard some wonderful
speeches in the Senate during the last
5% months., I respect those who have
made them. One of the outstanding
speeches, which I shall remember all my
life, was the speech of the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr, BaiLgy]. He said
that we must hold the line., But we will
not be holding the line if we vote sub-
sidies of $2,000,000,000 or $3,000,000,000.
We shall be creating inflation. Such a
program would be one way of going in
the back door to increase the purchasing
power of the public, or to increase wages.

The worst part of it is that we are do-
ing it as a subterfuge. We are asked to
give a bonus to a group under the theory
of paying a subsidy to the producers of
meat. Weare not giving a subsidy to the
producers. We are giving a roll-back to
the consumer, which will cause inflation,
and break the line. It will not hold the
line.

The producer does not want this sub=-
sidy. I feel that this question is of vital
importance to the Senate. It certainly
is to me. The proposed subsidy would
extend only to meat, butter, and coffee,
Although we have many consumers in
Nebraska, Nebrasksa is entirely an agri-
cultural State. We are dependent upon
agriculture. I should like to see the
producer make a legitimate profit on
what he produces on the profit-motive
basis.

If the producers in Nebraska were in
favor of the proposed subsidy, they would

tell us so. What do they say? Last -

Tuesday I read telegram after telegram
from producers in my section of the
country who said that they did not want
g subsidy. I read a statement from the
president of the Livestock Producers’
Association—the cattlemen of America.
He said, “We do not want a subsidy.” I
read a statement from representatives of
the Chicago meat industry, to the effect
that farmers and cattle feeders do not
want a subsidy. Last Friday I inserted
in the Recorp a resolution from a gath-
ering in Fremont, Nebr., of representa-
tives of more than 24 counties. They
drafted a resolution memorializing Con=
gress to the effect that the cattle indus-
try in Nebraska did not want a subsidy.
I have in my possession perhaps 100
messages from cattlemen, not only in
Nebraska, but in other parts of the
country, stating how they feel about the
subsidy.

This morning I received a message
from the New Mexico Cafttle Growers
Association signed by E. G. Hayward,
president. I will read it for the REcorD,
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It consists of only three paragraphs and
it sums up in a nutshell the feeling of
the producer relative to a subsidy, and
that is the subject with which we are
dealing. We are asked to legislate a sub-
sidy for the producer which goes to the
consumer. The term “subsidy” is a mis-
nomer. We are asked to give a bonus
to the consumer, but under the inter-
pretation of section 2 (e) of the Price
Control Act which has been expressed
by those who are interested in the roll-
back legislation, they find it is not a sub-
sidy to the producer.

The producers do not want a subsidy.
To show how they feel about it, I now
read the lefter from the president of
the New Mexico Cattle Growers Associa-
tion:

Hon. KENNETH S. WHERRY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

Dear BENATOR WHERRY: As our organiza-
tion considers the administration subsidy and
price-roll-back program in the meat-packing
industry a problem of first importance to our
livestock-production business, we are writing
you at this time to express our views on this
critical subject. In order that we may
qualify our association to speak on this mat-
ter, you will be interested to know that our
membership includes more than 2,300 New
Mexico cattle breeders and producers, who
own more than 90 percent of all cattle in
this major beef-producing State.

We are unalterably opposed to the admin-
istration’s plant to roll back prices on meats
by means of subsidy payments to the meat-
packing industry, and we have appealed to
the Office of Price Administration and the
President to accept and try our national live-
stock and meat-packing industry program to
solve our wartime meat problems before
throwing our industry on a subsidy basis.
Our program was developed by major meat
packers and representatives of 96 breeder and
producer organizations; by businessmen with
practical knowledge and years of experience
in the meat industry. We assure you that
the producers and processors of meat all
along the line are entirely in accord with
this feeling, and their judgment should prob-
ably be considered more accurate than that
of some officlals in the Office of Price Admin-
;.istrnt.inn with perhaps less experience in this

eld,

It is difficult to believe that a subsidy plan
as outlined by the Office of Price Adminis-
tration could be put into effect at a cost of
less than $3,000,000,000 annually to the tax-
payers of our Nation, and at present 83,000,-
000,000 in inflated currency. Although the
subsidy program in our industry might at
first appear to be a means of effective price
control on the part of the administration,
it appears to us who are familiar with Gov=
ernment subsidy programs a complete admis-
slon on the part of the Office of Price Ad-
ministration that it is unable to control
prices and must resort to hidden inflation
rather than orderly wartime price adjust-
ments. . There is little doubt but that this

subsidy program will eventually put the ad- |

ministration in control of the meat-packing
industry and thus in control of the livestock
industry of our Nation, a condition which is
unhealthy to our people and discouraging to
production of livestock.
Thanking you in advance for your con-
sideration, we remaln,
Very truly yours,
New MEexico CATTLE GROWERS'
ASSOCIATION,
E. G. Haywanrp, President.

The letter is signed by E. G. Hayward,
president of the New Mexico Cattle
Growers Association,
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I do not wish to clutter up the Recorp,
but I have hundreds of communications
from cattle growers and feeders and from
those who are interested in the packing
business — the processors — indicating
that they are absolutely opposed to this
subsidy.

If we are to increase the production of
beef, how is it to be done? It must be
done by getting the subsidy clear back
to the grower, and to the cattle feeder.
It can not be done by the method pro-
posed, but it can be done by removing
the present restrictions, including the
ceiling price on corn. Corn then will
seek its own level. It will flow out to the
various segments of the industry and to
the feeder, and it does. The ratio of
corn and labor to the production of beef
and hogs will adjust itself, The result
will be less inflationary than any price
ceiling, or any subsidy which may be
paid.

What we want to do is to put the cattle
feeder in Nebraska on a profit-motive
basis and not on a subsidized program.

Another thing which would increase
the production of beef would be the or-
derly coordination of the Food Adminis-
trator with the Secretary of the Depart-
ment of Agriculture. I believe the time
has come when we should have an ad-
ministrator who can handle that partic-
ular job. We need to eliminate the
present contradictory program between
the Secretary of Agriculture and those
within his organization, such as Mr,
Hutson, President of the Commodity
Credit Corporation. On the one hand we
have the Agriculture Department seek-
ing to increase agricultural production.
It pays subsidies and imposes restric-
tions.

The Senate should be advised that we
do not have total agricultural produc-
tion in this country. We do not have
total production on the acres in the
western section of the country, where we
should have total production. We are
still limited in production. If we do not
grow certain war crops we are restricted,
and do not achieve the maximum crop
production which we should have.

This situation should have been
looked into at least a year ago. Imme-
diately after Pearl Harbor all restric-
tions should have been taken off agri-
culture. Last year there should have
been no restrictions on the growing of
any agricultural crop. There should be
none now. If the restrictions were taken
off, if the ceiling were removed from
corn, and cattle feeders were given a
chance to make a decent profit, they
would produce beef, and we would not
now be facing a meat famine,

What does the President of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation say? A few
days ago Mr. Hutson, President of the
Commodity Credit Corporation, said
that we have too many cattle in this
country. We have 38,000,000 beef cattle,
We have a tofal of 78,000,000 cattle, but
38,000,000 of them are beef cattle, Mr.
Hutson said that during the past 15
months the number of cattle has been
increased by 2,000,000. What else did he
say? He said that we have 125,000,000
hogs, 25,000,000 too many,

6463

So on one hand we pay a subsidy. We
even put into effect the R. A. C. C,, a
Government lending agency to make
nonrecourse loans to cattlemen, with-
out restriction, in order to increase the
production of cattle.

On the other hand, we have the
President of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, Mr. Hutson, on the other side
of the fence, saying that we have too
little corn. What was Mr. Hutson's
remedy? Senators who were present
know what the suggestion was. He
said, “We must narrow the feeding
profit to the cattlemen and the hogmen
so0o we can drive in the surplus on ‘the
market without feeding them corn.” If
we ever needed a coordinator to har-
monize two programs like that, we need
that administrator now. On one side
we increase the production of livestock,
and on the other side we decrease it
because we cannot feed the animals.
Such a program will not only drive the
cattle into the market but will drive the
cattle feeder out of business.

In 2 or 3 months we shall wake up
in Washington and find no meat.
There was no meat in South Omaha Sat-
urday of last week. Yet; in a counftry
where we have 2,000,000 more cattle
than we ever had, and 200,000,000
bushels of corn more than the average
June turn-over, it is a pity we cannoft
get the two together now as we face a
meat famine., The program must he
harmonized. If should be in the hands
of one man. The ceiling on corn should
be lifted. We should provide corn for
industry. We need it now. We should
provide corn, not-only for the cattle
feeder but also the poultry feeder. Let
it seek its own level, and in the final
analysis it will not be so inflationary as
a subsidy program paid for crop
restrictions.

It is said that we have made commit-
ments, and that our word must be made
good. The R. A.C. C. was told last Janu-
ary that it did not have authority to loan
money except for emergencies, and yet it
loaned $77,000,000. The plea before the
committee was: “We have already loaned
it, and we want you to ratify our acts.”
Under the guise of a subsidy we propose
to pay a roll-back to the consumer. We
support an amendment partly cutting it
off, but we propose to continue to pay a
subsidy of $250,000,000 or $500,000,000 for
illegal aets which never were authorized.
It is like coming in through the back door.
The people of the country do not like it.
If we are to pay the consumer a bonus,
let us pay it; if we are to pay the pro-
ducer to produce beef, let us pay the pro-
ducer to produce beef; but let us not tell
the producer that we are going to in-
crease his price, or pay the packer a sub-
sidy, and then turn around and give that
subsidy to the consumer as a bonus—as
8 roll-back. It is not right, and every
Member of the Senate knows it is not
right. No one could express it more elo-
quently than it was expressed yesterday
by the senior Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr, SMITH].

I desire to make the record clear, I
do not believe in subsidies as they are
proposed here. I shall support the
Clark amendment which now includes
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the George amendment, and I hope that
every Senator from the Corn Belt and
every other Senator who sees the light
will support that amendment. Let us
face the issue squarely; let us place sub-
sidies where they belong; let us keep to
the spirit of the act; let us see to it that
if the cattle feeders and the cattle grow=-
ers are to increase the beef supply un-
der a subsidy it shall be paid to them,
instead of paying a roll-back under the
guise of a subsidy to the cattle feeder.

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. 1Iyield.

Mr. TAFT. I should like to know
whether the Senator objects only to the
roll-back feature, or whether if a sub-
sidy were granted to the processor to
increase the production, for instance, of
soybeans, in order to hold the price
where it is, and yet increase the price to
the producer, he would favor that kind
of a subsidy under certain circums-
stances where it seemed to be desirable?
Or is the Senator’s objection to all sub-
sidies? My difficulty in this latter sit-
uation is to know what kind of subsidies
are good subsidies and what kind are
bad subsidies.~ If the Senate wants to
prohibit roll-back subsidies, we can say
so, but I should like to know whether
the Senator objects to the other kind
of subsidy or simply to the roll-back
subsidy.

Mr. WHERRY. I will say to the senior
Senator from Ohio that any subsidy
that has been authorized by the Con-
gress by any act of Congress should be
paid, I should feel under obligation to
pay it, and whether I believed in it or
not would not make any difference
insofar as this legislation is concerned.
I would be in favor of paying any legal
obligation we have made; and I would
go further than that. If anyone, who,
because of equity or of a commitment
had made an advance to the consumer
or anybody else, I would feel that we
ought to pay it; but the senior Senator
from Ohio knows as well as I do how
I feel about subsidies; he has heard me
deliver more than one speech on this
subject. If they are to aid the war ef-
fort, if they are to increase the produc-
tion of critical materials, I would go
along with anybody in the war emer-
gency; but, generally speaking, I am
against subsidies. I am against them
because I think they regiment people; I
think they destroy freedom of enterprise;
I think they destroy economic freedom,
I am against subsidies generally.

Mr. TAFT.” Would the Senator be
against subsidies to the producer in order
that the price might be held to the con-
sumer where it is, rather than to let it
g0 up. Assuming that it is necessary to
increase the price to the producer the
question is, Are we going to authorize it
by subsidy or are we going to say to the
Price Administrator you must increase
the price to the consumer?

Mr. WHERRY, If we are to pass this
legislation, as I interpret the spirit of
section (e), the subsidy should be paid
to the packer so that he can pass it on
to the producer; otherwise it is an illegal
use of the subsidy. What we are con-
sidering is this legislation; we are talk-
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ing about this bill, not about a different
bill,

Mr, TAFT. We are talking about the
Clark amendment. The Clark amend-
ment prohibits the other kind of subsidy,
but the Clark amendment attempts to
say—1I do not think it quite accomplishes
the purpose—that if it is considered
necessary to increase the price to the
producer the price to the consumer must
be increased. That is a perfectly logical
theory. I was trying to find out whether
the Senator was for it or against it,

Mr., WHERRY. I am for the Clark
amendment because, as the Senator
from Missouri said yesterday, I think it
cuts out the authority under section 2
(e) to the Department of Agriculture, or
whoever operates the subsidy. I believe
in the George amendment because I am
willing to go along with any payment of
subsidies that has been authorized by a
former Congress and I am willing to pay
any subsidy that the Senate feels neces-
sary in order to obtain critical materials
to help out in the war emergency. I
think possibly the machinery might be
improved, and I will say to the distin-
guished Senator from Ohio—and there
is no man in the Senate whose judgment
I respect more highly—that I believe his
proposal cutting off this machinery is
the best that has been presented, except
I do not agree with him about paying
$250,000,000, which puts our sanction
and approval on an illegal subsidy.
That is the only disagreement I have
with the Senator from Ohio, and with
his wisdom he has the ability to write
an amendment to this bill or offer a
measure which would cut it off, and per-
mit only the payment of a legal subsidy
and to provide to pay, if there is redress,
in cases where funds which have been
used under a commitment which should
not have been made, then I would sup-
port it 100 percent. I think the Clark
amendment comes more nearly doing
what I want done.

Mr, TAFT. I thank the Senator.
?at is exactly what I wanted to ascer=

in,

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. Presldent. I take
the floor to reiterate my opposition to
price subsidies; that is, subsidies for the
purpose of lowering or holding down
prices. As I have previously stated on
the floor of the Senate, I can see the
justification of subsidies for the purpose
of obtaining maximum production of
critical materials or of foodstuffs or
feeds. Payment of subsidies to margi-
nal producers can be justified in the
emergency. )

But that is not the proposition the
Senate is asked today to legalize, and
for which to provide funds. What is
asked in the Bankhead amendment to
the pending legislation, as I read it, is
congressional approval of the roll-back
and subsidy program that already
promises to cause grave injury to the
livestock and dairy industry. In addi-
tion to the injury to these industries, I
can see a strong probability that, in-
stead of increasing production, this pro-
gram is more like'y to decrease pro-
duction.

As a measure to halt inflation, it seems
to me that a program which calls for

JUNE 25

adding ultimately several billion dollars
a year to spending power—and to the
national debt—while at the same time
reducing prices on already scarce com-
modities, is bound in the long run to add
to the inflationary forces, not to take
from the strength of such forces.

I am perfectly aware that there are
in effect both direct and indirect sub-
sidies as a means of promoting the war
effort. These include construction and
conversion of plants, payment of in-
creased transportation costs, and sup-
port prices for farm products.

Bui I want to point out that the pur-
pose of all these subsidies is to bring
about increased production for the war
effort, or to compensate for increased
transportation costs.

I say the proposal to subsidize con=
sumption of certain food products de-
parts radically and dangerously from
the principle involved in production and
even in distribution subsidies.

I repeat, the subsidies here proposed
are not designed, nor are they expected,
to increase food production. The effech
will be to transfer to the Public Treasury
a part of the consumer’s cost of living.
Briefly, it proposes to charge a part of
the cost of the food civilians eat to future
generations to pay. Our men in the
armed forces who return to civilian
life will be required to-help pay for the
food civilians consume while they are
risking their lives in this global war.

Mr, President, my information is that
factory pay rolls in the United States
practically have doubled in the past 4
years. Bank deposits, I am informed by
the Department of Commerce, are in
excess of $100,000,000,000.

Currency in circulation is approxi-
mately $15,000,000,000, or three times
what it was only a few years ago. The
national income, payments to individu=
als, this year is expected to reach $145,-
000,000,000, nearly twice what it was 5
years ago. The number of able-bodied
unemployed is at a minimum.

I ask you, Mr. President, if we can=-
not pay for the food we eat today, under
these conditions, what hope is there for
us to be able to pay for what we eat
after the war is over?

Even in the face of these conditions, I
might be able to justify food price sub-
sidies—with borrowed money—if they
were advanced on the basis that these
subsidies would (1) provide more food-
stuffs, or (2) would enable consumers in
need to obtain such foods. I have heard
no such claims made for this roll-back
and food price subsidy program,

The experience so far has been that
its effect has been to reduce prices farm-
ers receive for meat and dairy products.
With production costs where they are,
that is going to mean decreased produc-
tion and less food for consumers, less
food for our armed forces, less food for
our Allies. It strikes me this is a pretty
high price to pay for reducing the con-
sumer's butter bill 65 cents a year, and
his meat bill two dollars a year. Espe-
cially if it results in his being able to buy
less meat and less butter,

Last night I received a telegram signed
by Will J. Miller, himseif a stockman and
farmer, secretary of the Kansas Livestock
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Association, and by James G. Tomson,
president of the association. The tele-
gram stated:

Kansas livestock producers are unalterably
opposed to price roll-backs and gubsidy
payments on agricultural prcducts and urge
support of amendments to Commodity
Credit Extension Act to prohibit same. Letter
follows.

This afternoon I received the letter
referred to, and wish to read from it, as
follows:

I am writing you at this time because I
feel our only salvation is In your (Congress’s)
hands. We must lock to Congress for a
fair deal in connection with meat produc-
tion for our wartime needs.

Ofice of Price Administration and kindred
minds are apparently doing everything pos-
sible to increase confusion and discourage
production. Market reports in recent days
indicate they are doing ‘a pretty good job
of it.

Senator, this program is certainly raising
hell on meat and livestock situation.

There is no question in my mind it is in-
tended to put our civillan population on a
cereal diet. Feel that our feed situation this
year will be eritical, due to flood and weather
conditions. 'The livestock people do not know
where to turn, and the confusion in their
minds is Increased from day to day due to
uncertainties coming out of Washington.

I know of any number of feeders that are
simply not going to feed cattle, due to the
uncertainty of grains and protein concen=
trates and inability to buy at any price,

This roll-back of prices—and the roll-
back reached the farmer, but the subsidy
did not—is making the situation worse.
. Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this poinf, a press
release, resolutions adopted by the Na-
tional Livestock and Meat Board at its
recent session in Chicago, and a letter to
the President from Albert S. Goss, pres-
ident of the National Grange, which I
send to the desk.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

CHicaco, ILL—At its annual meeting just
concluded at Chicago, the National Live-
stock and Meat Board climaxed the 2-day
session with the unanimous adoption of a
resolution calling upon the War Food Ad-
ministration and the newly formed War Meat
Board to avoid taking any action in planning
the food program for the future which might
further injure the livestock industry and at
the same time seriously impair the war effort.

The resolution referred specifically to an
attempt being made by certain interests, ap-
parently with the sanction of Government of-
cials, to bring about drastic changes in the
American diet which provide for further re-
duction of meat allowances for civilians to a
much greater extent than warranted by ex-
isting conditions. Such a reduction, it is
pointed out by the resolution, can seriously
damage the health of the Nation,

The Board, which represents all branches
of the livestock and meat industry, calls at-
tentlon to the fact that the livestock in-
terests of the country are putting forth every
effort to produce the tremendous supplies of
meat needed by our armed forces, our civillan
population, and our fighting Allies and that
these efforts so vital in helping to win the
war must not be curtalled.

The resolution adopted by the Board read
as follows:

“Whereas the livestock industry has re-
sponded to the urgent request of Federal
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authorities and has greatly expanded both
livestock and meat production; and

“Whereas, apparently with the approval of
Government officials, proposals are now be-
ing made calling for a drastic change In our
national diet, further reducing the allow-
ance of meat to civilians much greater than
is warranted by existing conditions; and

“Whereas, according to recognized nutri-
tional standards, a further reduction in meat
consumption can seriously impair the health
of the Nation: Therefore be it

“Resolved, That we, the directors of the
National Live Stock and Meat Board, in an-
nual meeting assembled at Chicago, June 18,
1943, urgently request the War Food Admin-
istration and the newly formed War Meat
Board to give the most careful consideration
to all the facts in shaping the food program
for the coming months and to avoid taking
unwarranted action which might further in-
Jure the livestock industry—which is putting
forth every effort to supply the meat so nec-
eszary for our armed forces, our civilian pop-
ulation, and our fighting allies—and seriously
impair the war effort.”

The present officers of the board were re-
elected to serve for the -ensuing year. They
are: Chairman H. W. Farr, of Greeley, Colo.,
who represents the Colorado-Nebraska Lamb
Feeders Asscciation on the board; Vice Chair-
man J. W. Rath, of Waterloo, Iowa, a repre-
sentative of the American Meat Institute;
Treasurer W. H. Tomhave, of Chicago, repre=
sentative of the National Soclety of Record
Associations; Secretary-General Manager
R. C. Pollock, of Chicago.

WasHINGTON, D. C., June 22, 1943,
Hon. FRaNkLIN D. ROOSEVELT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.

DeArR MR. PresIDENT: Since the winning of
the war and the establishment of a sound
and enduring peace depends so largely upon
an adequate food supply, any policy that re-
stricts or stifies production should not be
tolerated. The situation with which we are
confronted calls for the maximum production
of foodstufls.

It is also our duty to do all in our power
to halt the drift toward inflation. If we are
to prevent inflation we must remove the
cause instead of treating the symptoms.
There are two chief causes of inflation. The
first is the pressure of excess Income on an
insufficient supply of consumer goods, and
the second is the loss of confidence in the
Government’s ability to pay its obligations in
dollars having the same purchasing power as
the dollar it borrowed.

Price ceilings as a remedy for inflation have
been tried hundreds of times during the past
2,000 years. Not once, so far as we can learn,
have they succeeded over an extended period.
On the contrary, they have resulted in creat-
ing food shortages, black markets, and, finally,
the very inflation they were supposed to
prevent.

On the basis of today’s prices, we have an
annual income of approximately $40,000,000,-
000 In excess of the consumer goods available.
Assuming that half this sum will go into sav-
ings, we stlll have the serlous problem of an
excess income of some $20,000,000,000, all
seeking something to buy. It is impossible to
dam this rapidly increasing surplus income
by price ceilings. It is increasing at the rate
of a $1,500,000,000 to §2,000,000,000 per
month, and history proves that it cannot be
dammed.

Whenever rising production costs bump
into price ceilings, production is strangled.
These production costs vary greatly in differ-
ent sections of the country, and local mar-
kets have normally adjusted themselves to
these different costs. With inflexible ceilings,
the high preduction cOst areas are put out
of business.
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To overcome this difficulty we began the
use of subsidies. Nevertheless, no system of
subsidies has ever been devised which is
effective enough to reach only these high
cost areas. Any subsidy system which is
effective in maintaining production must be
flexible enough to keep the high cost pro-
ducer in the field. Under such a plan the
low cost producer would receive an unwar=
ranted profit.

As a matter of fact, subsidies, as now em-
ployed, do not reach many of the small pro=
ducers at all, so they arc the direct victims
of the roll-back. Neither are they sufficient
to aid many of the high cost producers.
It follows, therefore, that the ceilings are
cutting off production just as they have al-
ways done whenever tried.

Thus it will be seen that the ceiling
method increases the inflationary gap by
reducing production. On the other hand,
when used in connection with subsidies, it
increases the gap at the other end because
the Government has to borrow. the money
paid in subsidies and most of this is bor-
rowed from banks. This increases our na-
tional spendable income. The subsidy there-
fore defeats itself. The present plan at-
tempts the impossible by putting economic
law into reverse. Higher prices encourage
production and discourage consumption, The
subsidy program encourages consumption,
and to the extent that the subsidies fail to
reach the producers they discourage preduc=-
tion.

After everything reasonable has been done
to increase production, including a compen-
satory price, if the supply will not meet the
demand, the next step is to reduce the de-
mand to fit the supply. This can be done in
two ways. First, by increased taxes and in-
creased savings, or both. Second, by ration-
ing. Where goods are scarce, ratloning
should be applied so that the supply will
be divided equitably. Commodities can be
rationed to produce a surplus which can be
used to hold prices at reasonable levels with-
out the use of ceilings; although cellings to
prevent profiteerlng may be necessary In
some instances. * Ceilings should be used for
no other purpose.

If we do not take practical steps to close
our fast-increasing inflatlonary gap, plain
economics will do 1t for us, as has always oc=
curred in the past. More and more goods
will flow through black markets at higher
prices, reducing the purchasing power of the
dollar until 1t comes into balance with the
supply. That is inflation.

If this Nation is unwilling to pay the cost
of its food bill during these years of record
income largely based on Government outgo,
how can we ever expect our price structure
to become balanced? In launching upon a
subsidy program in our efforts to hold down
the cost of living, it cannot be too strongly
emphasized that there is only one basis upon
which any Government can endure, and that
is that the people must support the Govern=
ment. Any attempt to reverse this princi-
ple, asking the Government to support the
people cannot fail to have disastrous results,

Why should we cut the price of coffee 3
cents per pound; butter 5 cents per pound,
and meat 2 cents per pound to everybody,
including the wealthy and those whose in-
comes have increased more than the cost of
living, In order to ald the few with fixed or
low incomes? If subsidies are necessary for
the rellef of, say, 10 percent of our popula-
tion, it is an enormous waste to subsidize the
other 80 percent who do not need it. A far
better scheme would be to use the stamp
plan which was employed during the late
thirties, Thus the subsidy would go to only
those who need it, and it would not be neces-
sary to place ceilings which fast curtail our
already diminishing food supply. ~]

England has been cited as an example for
us to follow in the matter of price cellings
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and subsidies. However, the English econ-
omy is almost the reverse of our own. Eng-
land is an industrial nation, with only 7
percent of her population engaged in agricul-
ture. Her interest lles in maintaining a low
level of food prices and the 93 percent of her
pecple can well afford to subsidize the other
7 percent to keep food prices at the desired
level.

In England the consumer pays 60 percent
of his iIncome for food, as contrasted with 22
percent in America, believed to be the lowest
on earth,

In England they have practically closed the
inflationary gap, largely by taxation. Three
years ago there were 7,000 people with a net
Income in excess of #$25,000 after paying
taxes. Last year this group was reduced to
80. At the other end of the line, England
has sales taxes ranging from 12 to 72 per-
cent of the retail price.

England pays a subsidy, but in effect the
United States pays it for her. During the 2
Yyears ending March 1, we exported to England
under lend-lease $1,449,064,000 in foodstuffs.
She sold this food to her people and out of the
proceeds paid subsidies estimated at approxi-
mately $730,000,000, with a tidy balance left
over. Thus, England did not increase her in-
flationary gap by borrowing the subsidy
money from banks,

The English figures do not tell the whole
story. In her food index she uses only 14
items, largely those received from America,
which are under complete control. She does
not include such home-grown products as
fresh-fruit, fresh vegetables, or any canned
goods. The prices on these items have risen
sharply. They have had to go up In order
to maintain production, but this increase does
not show in the food index which England
exhibits as proof that food prices have not
been allowed to advance.

It should also be noted that England is
having a serious time with black markets.
She has had to increase the penalty for the
sale of food above celling prices to 14 years in
prison, plus $20,000 fine, yet with these severe
penalties, prosecutions have incréased 820
percent in the last 2 years and the Ministry
of Food has recently reported that black
markets are endangering the successful prose-
cution of the war.

‘We therefore feel that it is not wise to try
to follow in England’'s footsteps, but rather
that our course ghould be based upon the
sound economics necessary to maintaln a
maximum food supply, for we have no one
but ourselves to look to for ald.

Bincerely yours,
THE NATIONAL GRANGE,
AreerT B, Goss, Master.

Mr, CAPPER. Mr. President, I also
ask unanimous consent to have printed
as part of my remarks at this point a
letter from Mr. C. C. Cogswell, master
of the Kansas State Grange; a letter
from C, T. Lindgren, cashier of the Farm-
ers State Bank of Canton, Kans., and
an accompanying newspaper clipping;
and some of the many telegrams and
letters received by me protesting against
the roll-back and subsidy program.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the ReEcorp,
as follows:

; EANSAS STATE GRANGE,
Topeka, Kans., June 23, 1943.
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

Dear SenaTor CappER: There is no question
in my mind but that the Grange member-
ship and practically all other actual farm-
ers of Eansas are opposed to the roll-back
and food-subsidy program. I base this con-
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clusion on the result of hundreds of per-
sonal contacts and scores of letters, as well
as replies from questionnaires sent out from
my office.

More than 270 questionnaires were re-
cently sent to masters of subordinate Granges
in Eansas. One of the questions dealt with
the subsidy and, without exception, every
reply has been opposed to it. There are vari-
ous reasons, among which the following are
the most frequent:

“It is unfair to agriculture as the benefits
go to others,”

“It is impossible of equifable administra-
tion.”

“If ceiling prices are fixed as.a means of
preventing inflation they should never be
set at a figure lower than the one attained
through natural causes prior to the time of
fixing it."”

“There is no justification for subsidizing
the consumer (even if it could be made ef-
fective) at a time when the smallest percent
of his earnings ar® required for food.”

“It discourages production of needed food.”

The whole Office of Price Administration
set-up is bogging down and-unless changed
will prove a major disaster. Fumblings have
already frozen the normal flow of corn to
feeders who do not produce it, causing heavy
losses and threatening liguidation of half-
fed animals, This will prove costly to many
and hasten the national food shortage that
now seems lnevitable,

I sincerely trust that something construc-
tive will soon be submitted in lieu of the
destructlve influences now at work. Farm-
ers and other businessmen allke are fed
up on 80 much 1944 politics being injected
into every activity emanating from Wash-
ington. If this information is helpful, use
it any way you desire.

With best personal regards, I am,

Bincerely,
C. C. GOGSWELL.

THE FARMERS STATE BANE,
Canton, Kans., June 22, 1943.
Benator ARTHUR CAFFER,
Washington, D. C.

Dear MRr. Carrer: I enclose herewith clip-
ping from- Wichita Eagle as of last night.
This explains some of the conditions here
and market slumps. Pigs that formerly sold
at $12 at local sales now bring about $6.

I believe that the subsidy on meat, etc.,
will discourage many farmers in trying to
raise more meat and poultry.

It they lose money and with no help to do
their work they will drop the items that lose
money as fast as possible. Our local meat
market man informs me that meat salesmen
from packing houses are trylng to push lard
on the market as they have a large supply
but owing to high ration points he cannot
gell what he has on hand.

I do not think our Kansas farmers will
strike and hope they do not. However, I be-
lieve they are entitled to cost and a little
besides. Farm wages are $100 per month,
board and room. Many working in canton-
ments get as high as $300 per month, work
less hours with nothing invested.

Our wheat around here is one of the poorest
crops in many years., Much froze out and
hessian fly, ete., takes Its toll, No danger
of the farmer being too prosperous on present
set-up.

Respectfully,
C. T. LINDGREN.

[From the Wichita Eagle of June 21, 1943]

FEAR IS FELT MEAT SUFPLY TO DROP HERE

Wichita's meat supply is taking a down-
ward plupge and unless the Government can
make adjustments, housewives will be faced
with more meatless days.

Four Wichita packing plants have either
completely ceased operations in the beet
market or cut down at least 50 percent. The
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Dunn-Ostertag Co. butchered 3 head of cattle
last week instead of the usual 100.

Joseph Dunn, vice president and secretary
of the company, said that if the plant con=-
tinued killing it would be at a great loss, and
that the company is uncertain about the
Government plan of subsidy.

The Sunflower Packing Co. killed 11 head
of cattle the first week in May, and 6 the sec-
ond week, at a loss of $20 a head, sald Fred
Lochmann, president. Since then no beef
has been killed, and the killing of pork has
been cut down because of the lard situation,
The public will not buy lard because the
points are so high, and unless the Govern-
ment can adjust this to relieve the Sunflower
Packing Co,, Mr, Lochmann asserted, the
plant’s surplus of lard will have to be given
point-free to a desiccating company. Mr,
Lochmann has queried the Government
which was worse: letting the public have it
point-free or the desiccating company?
Washington is Investigating, said Mr. Loch-
mann, but added that unless the lard situa-
tion were cleared up immediately, the com=
pany will have to discontinue the slaughter
of hogs. As it is, the company killed 33 hogs
last week instead of the usual 200.

H. F. Brown, of the Exzcel Packing Co,,
stated his plant has had to cut down from
40 to 45 percent owing to the Government
price cut on beef.

Another local packing company has killed
only 7 beef in the last week, Instead of their
usual 160 because it has lost from $2 to 815
& head over what was paid for the cattle.
This company attributed the sltuation to
Office of Price Administration regulations.

The Increasingly critical meat situation In
Wichita is representative of the suspension
of operations farther east. Approximately 14
packing houses in Ohilo have ceased slaugh-
fer. A slump of beef on the hoof has been
reported in the same packing districts.

Cudahy has not been affected yet by the
Office of Price Administration regulations,
and the Government subsidy plan, said J. A.
Preston of the Cudahy Packing Co. “We are
wondering if this will cause the shipper and
raiser to hold back a little in shipping the
cattle, but the reason our shipments are light
now is because this is an in-between season.
They are always light at this time of year.
This year, however, they are a little lighter.”

About the suspension of slaughter opera=
tions, Mr. Preston said that the Cudahy com-
pany is faced with the same losses as the other
Wichita plants, but that the Cudahy company
must fill its Government contracts, irrespece
tive of loss. Cudahy will buy anything that
comes into the market, asserted Mr. Preston,

The Fred W. Dold Packing Co. is also listed
a8s a major packing company in this area.

MartoN, EANS., June 24, 1943.
Benator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:
Btrongly disfavor subsidy program which
will roll back agricultural prices.
MarioN CoUNTY FARM BUREAD,
ArrHONSO EKLENDA, President.

Garpen Crry, Eans., June 24, 1943.
ARTHUR CAPPER,
Senator, Washington, D. C.:

Four hundred members of Finney County
Farm Bureau urge your continued opposition
to subsidies rolling back agriculture prices,

. FINNEY CounTY FARM BUREAU,
G. B. Mavo, President.

CHIcAGO, ILL., June 24, 1943,
Benator ARTHUR CAPFER,
Washingion, D. C.:

Need your best efforts to stop roll-back
subsidies. They are killing farm prices and
will hurt producers and consumers too.

W. A. RAYMOND,
Garden City, Kans.
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‘CHICAGO, ILL.,, June 24, 1943,
Benator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:
Roll-back on farm prices having bad effect.
Please do all you can to stop this plan.
Kansas Farm BUReAU WoOMEN,
Mrs, GEORGE HOLLEMEEAK,
Chairman.

GIrArD, KaNs., June 25, 1943,
ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D, C.:

Farmers opposed to subsidy roll-back
which will break agricultural price struc-
tures and will place agriculture at a further
disadvantage. We urge you to use your ut-
most influence in opposition to program.

CrawrorDp CoUNTY FARM BUREAT,
E. J. MoreY, President.

StockTOoN, KANS.,, June 24, 1943,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.:

Farmers of this county believe subsidies
rolling back prices will only serve to break
agricultural prices structure unless stopped
immediately. Many farmers contemplate re-
ducing or liguidating livestock operations
unless situation is improved. I urge you to
oppose this measure.

Rooks CountYy Farm BuUREAU,
ORria VROVER, President.
4

GInrArD, EANs,, June 24, 1943,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:
Farmers and businessmen are opposed to
subsidy roll-back and urge your opposition,
H. H. VANHOOZER,

BHARON SPrINGS, KANS, June 25, 1943.
Senator ARTHUR CAPFER,
Washington, D. C.;
The farmers of Wallace County are op-
posed to subsidies,
R. B. RIGOR,
President, Wallace County Farm Bureau.

Girarp, EANS., June 24, 1943,
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:

Girard Chamber of Commerce, because of
the almost universal opposition by its mem-
bers and the farmers of this trade district
to subsidies in any form, requests that you
use every means at your disposal to defeat
any legislation legalizing such payments.

Roy JacossoN, President.

Osweco, KANS., June 24, 1943.
Senator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D, C.

DEar Sr: In the interest of agriculture, I
will appreciate any effort you see fit to make
to stop price roll-back and subsidy pay-
ments. All we farmers want is a fair price,
and subsidy payment will be unnecessary.
The consuming public never was more able
to pay a fair price for food, and I see 1o
reason why future generations should be
taxed so we can have cheap food now. Let's
give the next generation a chance. Further
price cuts will mean less food.

Wn, A, CHRISTY,

President, Labette County Farm Bureau.

Gypsum, KANS,, June 24, 1943,
Benator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Washington, D. C.:
Farmers are against price roll-back pro-

gram.
GLEA GILLumMm,
President, Saline County Farmers Bureau.

-our Government.
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FAIRBURY, NEBR., June 21, 1943.
Benator ARTHUR CAPPER,
Senate Office Building,
Washington D. C.

DeAr SENATOR CAPPER: We Nebraska farm-
ers don’'t want subsidies or parity payments.
We want a square deal with labor and indus-
trials. We want to raise what our land 18
fitted for and we have the machinery to
handle.

We can’t raise paying crops of flax. Our
land 1s too full of weed seeds. We can't
raise peanuts; nor can we raise soybeans—
usually too dry and too many rabbits to eat
them when they are green—but we can ralse
wheat, oats, corn—sometimes—alfalfa, sweet
clover, hogs, cattle, sheep for wool and muft-
ton. We use sweet clover for rotation. We
can successfully raise brome grass, alfalfa for
hay and pasture.

Yours,
CHaARLES M., TURNER.

McPuersoN, Eans., June 14, 1943.
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
United States Senator from Kansas.

DEArR SENATOR CAPPER: We hear consider-
able about a roll-back in prices and a sub-
sidy plan. I am against any such a plan
I hope you will work against such a plan and
vote against it. It savors a lot of - politics.

My farms market cattle and hogs each year.

I can see no reason for hogs being cheaper
now than a year ago with the cost of pro=
duction being 25 to 30 percent higher.
Yours with thanks.
J. J. YobEr,

THE LIGHT Graiy & Miiuruing Co.,
Liberal, Kans., June 18, 1943,
Hon. ARTHUR CAPPER,
Senator from Kansas,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr Sir: This letter is being written to
tell you that we are definitely opposed to
the food-subsidy plan which is now before
Congress,

We cannot help but feel that subsidy pay-
ments are just as inflationary as wage In-
creases; that the taxpayer will bear the en-
tire burden for the appeasement of a few
radical labor leaders that seem to be running
Proponents of the food-
subsidy plan point to the success in England
and Canacda of subsidy in keeping living costs
down, but we understand that labor costs
are also definitely controlled. If prices of
everything, including wages, were frozen,
then we could see the possible necessity of
subsidizing a few out-of-line commodities,
but when it comes to leaving wages and a
few pressure-group commodities open and
then attempt to compensate the producer for
a roll-back in price to appease the labor
leaders, it is high time people of this coun-
try took some action and place men in
charge of our Government that are forth-
right and have nerve enough to deal with
such situations.

We know that you will take the proper
action in dealing with this matter and hope
that there is sufficlent strength to defeat it.

Yours truly,
THE LicaT Graiw & Miuumne Co.,
W. E. BusH, Sales Department.

TaE J. C. Lyste MmLing Co.,
Leavenworth, Kans., June 21, 1543,
Senator ARTHUR CAPEER,
Washington, D. C.

DeAr SENATOR Carper: I take it for granted
that you are opposed to the administration
plan for subsidies on agricultural products.

The milling industry has gone on record as
vigorously opposing the proposed adminis-
tration subsidy program,
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I, personally, am oppesed to this subsidy
plan— \ .
1. Because it is an evasive, almost dis=
honest attempt to side-step the labor issue.
2. Because it represents huge, nonessential
additions to the tax burden, at a time when
taxes are intolerably high.

3. Because the subsidy plan, as proposed
by the administration leaders, will not pre=
vent inflation, but, on the contrary, will
immeasurably increase the hazard of infla-
tion and have a disastrous effect upon the
economic structure of this country for years
to come.

Yours very truly,
James . LysLE, President.

Mr. BALL, Mr. President, it seems to
me that so far in the discussion of sub-
sidies and roll-backs of prices two facts
have been overlooked. One is that in-
flation is a real danger on the home front'
today, probably the most serious danger,
The estimate is that last year there was
$25,000,000,000 of excess purchasing
power im this country. After individuals
had paid all their taxes, had made all
their individual purchases of bonds, and
had paid their living expenses, they had
$25,000,000,000 left over to spend. In
my opinion, it is that inflationary gap
which has pressed steadily upward on
prices, and so long as it is there—and
this year it will be even larger—any
“hold the line” program will be impos-
sible until something is done about it. ,

It is estimated the excess purchasing
power this year may reach $35,000,000,-
000. If the Government continues to
permit purchasing power to accumulate
during another year or two of the war,
so that it will be from $75,000,000,000
to $100,000,000,000 at the -end of the
war, and by subsidies or other means
we attempt to hold price increases to a
slow pace, that extra purchasing power
of from $75,000,000,000 to $100,000,000,~
000 turned loose in our economy at the
end of the war will create chaos. If is
almost certain to bring about a runaway
inflation, and make any sound, sensible
post-war program for America almost
impossible.
~ So far as I can see, neither the admin-
istration nor Congress is proposing any
realistic program to take care of that
excess purchasing power. Whether it
is done through a retail sales tax, stiffer
individual income tax rates, or compul- °
sory savings, or a combination of all
three, I am convinced—and I have sat
through the consideration of all these
bills in the Committee on Banking and
Currency—that until the job of sopping
up all this extra purchasing power is
done, any measures to hold the line on
prices and wages are doomed to failure.

Today we face this situation: The
executive branch has told the country
that it proposes to hold the line, and
prevent a wage-price spiral upward, by
the use of subsidies, a roll-back of prices,
and a hold-the-line program. In com-
mon with most of the other Members of
this body, I do not think it will work
so long as from twenty-five to thirty=-
five billion dollars of excess purchasing
power remain in the hands of the people,
and nothing is done about sopping it up.
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There is no proposal from the admin-
istration, and no proposal in Congress,
to do anything about that problem. We
are merely saying to the country that we
do not believe the administration has the
right answer, but we ourselves have not
BNy answer.

Mr. President, I am not ready or will-
ing to sit here and vote against subsidies,
unsound as I think they are in sub-
stance—I do not think we can oppose
them in principle, because Congress has
voted subsidies for many purposes—I am
not prepared to sit here and tell the
country that we think the administration
program to hold the line on inflation is
unsound and will not work, when we have
not any program of our own.

I am supporting the Bankhead-Taft
committee proposal. .That would allow
the administration $500,000,000 for sub-
sidies to finance roll-backs on meat and
butter, and to hold the line under the
present program. Congress return
next fall, and we will then see how the
program has worked, and I am hopeful
that if the subsidy program proves that
it cannot do the job, then either the
Congress or the administration will pro-
pose a tax and compulsory savings pro-
gram which will do the job. But I am
very much afraid that if we deny the ad-
ministration authority to try their an-
swer to inflation, and propose none of
our own, the country will be doomed to
see prices and wages chase each other
upward, and finally end in a real infla-
tion.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado obtained
the fioor. _

Mr. MALONEY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr, ToN-
NELL in the chair). Does the Senator
from Colorado yield to the Senator from
Connecticut?

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. MALONEY. In discussing the sub-
ject of subsidies yesterday I said that I
had on more than one occasion asked the
O. P, A, authorities if they would sub-
mit to the Committee on Banking and
Currency the program of subsidies they
intend to apply'if the pending bill is ap-
proved. I was informed late yesterday
afternoon, and again this morning, that
they were working on an explanation of
the plan which they will submit, and I
hope to have it before the conclusion of
this debate. ;

I have, however, received from the
O. P. A authorities, by way of Mr.
Richard B. Gilbert, who is economiec
adviser to Prentiss Brown, a lengthy
statement entitled “The Essential Role
of Subsidies in the Stabilization Pro-
gram.” This paper sets forth the
arguments of the O. P. A. in favor of
the entire program. I fear Senators
will not have a chance to read it before
the conclusion of the debate, but I ask
unanimous consent that the statement
be printed in its entirety at this point

in the Recorp, as I have the feeling

that, regardless of what we do today,
the subject of subsidies will be hefore
the Benafe again. I am hopeful, of
course, that the committee bill will
pass, but if it fails of passage, it is cer-
tain that this subject will confront us
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time and again, I think these argu-
ments should be made available for the
Recorp, for use in the future, and for
the benefit of all those who are con-
cerned with this all-important subject.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Connecticut?

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows: 3

THE EsSENTIAL RoOLE oF SUBSIDIES IN THE
STABILIZATION PROGRAM

THE STABILIZATION CRISIS

The present crisis on the economic front
ghows that the stabilization program wur-
gently requires reinforcement. Such rein-
forcement must consist not only of the
more vigorous use of the major controls
which constitute that- program; it must
include the use of subsidies as a new major
technique. In this connection it should be
borne in mind that the national program for
economic stabilization as it now stands has
developed stage by stage. New elements and
new technigues have been added as the
growing pressures of war have altered the
basic circumstances with which it has had
to deal.

DEVELOPMENT OF THE STABILIZATION PROGEAM

Beginning in June 1940 with what was
virtually & *“price watching” program, it has
expanded as the pressures have grown.
Price watching became price control. Price
control, originally selective in nature, was
made general a little over a year ago, Farm
prices have been made more fully subject to
control. The fiscal program, embracing
taxes, savings, and credit control, has been
harnessed to the requirements of economio
stability, Ratloning of comsumer goods has
been introduced and expanded to finsure
equitable distribution. Control of incomes
has been Imposed, both to relleve the pres-
sure of labor costs upon prices and to slow
down the increase of Income,

Thus, from a small beginning, appropriate
to the minor dimensions of the problem in
1940, the policy has developed into a broad,
many-sided program geared to the tremen-
dous strains and pressures of an all-out war
economy. This gearing, however, 1s not yet
complete. That fact is clearly indicated by
the present crisis, in which, while wage stabl-
lization has been made effective, the cost of
living has continued to rise until the stabill-
zation of wages, and with it the entire pro-
gram, is jeopardized. To make the program
effective, it must be strengthened and It must
include Tull use of subsidies along the lines
which the British and the Canadians have
found so effective.

WAGES AND THE COST OF LIVING

The wage and cost-of-living elements of
the stabilization policy are very closely linked,
perhaps more closely than any others in the
integrated program. Not only have wages
and the cost of living exerted pressure each
on the other in every inflationary period
known to history, but in the national pro-
gram this linkage has been expressly rec-
ognized and wage stabilization has been ac-
cepted on the basis of the declared policy to
stabilize the cost of living. Under the Little
Bteel wage stabilization program, wage rate
increases have been Iimited to 15 percent
above January 1941 levels,

The cost of living, however, has risen 25
percent above the level of January 1941. Even
since September 15, 1942, the date named
by the Congress as the bench mark of wage
and price stabilization, it has risen 7 per=
cent. Maintenance of wage stabilization re-
quires that the cost of living be reduced to
:ﬁa September 1942 level and stabilized

ere,
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UNACCEPTABLE ALTERNATIVES TO THE ROLL-BACK

There is no alternative to rolling the cost
of living back into line with wages. To
take the other course and to adjust wages
upward to match the rise In living costs
would set the Inflationary spiral in opera-
tion and make certain that a new crisis
would arise every few months, A roll-back
of the cost of living 1s therefore an ines-
capable move in the stabilization program.
Such a roll-back, however, cannot be per-
mitted to interfere with production. That,
too, is a wholly unacceptable alternative,
one that could not possibly be tolerated.

Why subsidies must be used

A problem of reconelling adequate pro-
duction on the one hand and stable prices
on the other arises in those cases where the
price that would cover all production costs
exceeds the level at which prices to con=
sumers are to be stabillzed. The producer
must be assured this return and yet the con=
sumer must not be required to pay maore.

These are two distinet problems. The ap=-
parent conflict between them, however, is
easily reconciled and the solution to both
15 obvious as soon as one recognizes that the
price paid by the consumer need not be the
sole source of return to the producer. What
the producer gets from the ultimate con-
sumer in the form of a market price can be
supplemented, in those few cases where it
is necessary, by payments from the Govern-
ment. These payments permit him to re-
ceive an adequate return while the price to
the final user is firmly held. .

The need for supplementing these returns
arises not only in cases where price ceilings
must be reduced but also in cases where the
cost of producing marginal cutput necessary
for the war exceeds the ceiling price and
where costs will increase.

Certain costs are bound to Increase, regard-
less of our ability .to stabilize raw-material
prices and wage rates. New and more ex-
pensive raw materials may have to be substi-
tuted for those customarily used; less efficient
facilities and less efficient labor may have to
be utilized; foreign suppliers may raise their
prices; the hazards of ocean shipping, trafiic
congestion, or break-downs may ralse trans-
portation costs. A varlety of such disloca-
tions is ineviteble in wartime.

In many cases earnings are sufficient to
permit these cost increases to be absorbed.
In many other cases they may be met by com=
pensating economies of production. There
will nevertheless be cases where returns must
be supplemented. If prices were to be in-
creased in such cases, stabilization could not
be achieved.

It has become obvious to all that when we
increase one price we make necessary other
increases, we create new pressures throughout
the economy, and we thereby make it im-
pessible to achieve the goal of stability. This
is, of course, a basic reason for supplementing
producers’ returns by uslng subsidies instead
of raising prices. Less frequently appreciated
is the fact that effective price control requires
that a price, once fixed, should remain stable.
If a price regulation has to be frequently
amended or replaced by new regulations, it
becomes complex and irritating to business,
At the shme time it becomes ineffective and
unenforceable because the changes make it
difficult or Impossible for the consumer to
know what the ceiling is. Thus both sim-
plicity and effectiveness of price control re=-
quire that price increases be avolded.

Savings made possible by the use of subsidies

There is widespread appreciation, both in
Britain and in Canada, that the subsidy pro-
gram, by making possible the stabilization
both of living costs and of the wage bill, is
saving the country far more than it is costing
its treasury. The principles involved may be
illustrated if we turn to the program now
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scheduled to go into effect in the United
Btates and compare the cost of the subsidies
with the costs that would result under the
alternative wage and price adjustments.
Even when we take the narrow view and
lgnore the immeasurable damage that infla-
tion could do to war production, war morale,
and post-war adjustment, considering only
the narrow financial results of using sub-
sidies to help prevent inflation, we find that
subsidies are, an enormously profitable in-
vestment as compared to the alternative.
They save the Government and consumers
far more than they cost. In fact, even if we
ignore the saving to consumers, they save

the Government alone far more than they .

cost.
DIRECT SAVINGS

The subsidies are to be used to prevent
price increases, or in the case of meat, butter,
and coffee, to permit price reductions, The
price increases that will be avoided or the
price reductions that will be directly secured
by their use far exceed the amount of the
subsidies. In the case of meat, butter, and
coffee, the subsidies will cost from three
hundred to four hundred and fifty million
dollars. The direct saving to household con-
sumers alone is equal to $470,000,000. This
saving reflects the lower margins which pre-
vail in wholesaling and retalling when prices
are low. Because of the practice of the dis-
tributive trades, whereby major costs move
in the same direction as prices, any price re-
duction at the producer or processor level
must result in a greater reduction at the
retall level.

INDIRECT SAVINGS

This source of saving, substantial though
it is, is the least important source of saving
from subsidies. Far more important is the
saving to the Government and to consumers
that results from the avoidance of the wage
increases that would occur if subsidies were
not employed and from the avoidance of
the price increases that such wage rises would
make necessary, For we are faced today by
& specific situation in which the alternative
to subsidies is a break-down of the Little
Steel wage stabilization formula, and a series
of wage and price increases that would cost
the Government many times the amount of
the subsidy.

These savings can be estimated in dollars
and cents. The meat, butter, and coffee pro-
gram provides a clear example. This pro-
gram will reduce the cost-of-living index by
more than 1 percent. It is conservative to
assume that without this reduction wages
and salarles would have to increase by four=
fifths of this percentage. Some groups would
probably be able to get a wage adjustment
equal in percentage to the price increase that
has occurred since September 15, the base
date of the Stabilization Act. Others would
be able to get much less, The figure of 0.8
percent wage adjustment for every 1 percent
price change is a reasonable average. The
reduction of the cost-of-living index amount-
ing to 1.1 percent will, on this estimate, fore-
stall a wage increase averaging about 0.9 per-
cent. Since wages and salaries will equal
over $100,000,000,000 in the fiscal year 1944,
the increase in the wage and salary bill that
would occur without the meat, butter, and
coffee price reductions would be over
$900,000,000.

What effect would this have upon prices?

The most conservative assumption that it
is reasonable to make is that the value of
output would go up on the average by no
more than the increase of wages and salarles,
In some cases, to be sure, profit margins are
today so wide that an increase of wages could
be absorbed out of these profits without an
increase in prices. Where profits are already
low, however—and this may be true for essen-
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tial firms even if not for an entire industry—
a wage increase would put pressure on prices
for the industry as a whole. In still other
cases prices are determined upon the basis
of cost plus a percentage. This is true, for
example, in distribution, for reasons already
referred to. It is also true under many Gov-
ernment contracts where prices are based
upon cost plus a percentage. Taking all
these factors together, it is clear that the
smallest increase to be expected in the value
of a product as a result of a wage increase
would be an increase equal in dollars and
cents to that of the wage and salary cost.

This is not the end of the matter, how-
ever. The price increase that would result
from the initial wage adjustment would raise
the cost of living, and this, in turn, would
require further wage adjustments.

TOTAL SAVINGS OF $4 TO $12 FOR EVERY DOLLAR
SPENT

At the end of two wage and price adjust-
ments, prices would have risen by $1,300,-
000,000, The Federal Government alone will
purchase about 55 percent of the gross na-
tional product and would presumably have
to pay a roughly similar proportion of any
price increase. The saving on Government
expenditures through the avoidance of price
increases that the Government would other-
wise have to pay is therefore about #720,-
000,000. The saving to consumers from the
avoldance of these price increases is $550,-
000,000} When the direct saving to con-
sumers from the price reduction on meat,
butter, and coffee is added to this, the total
saving to consumers amounts to $1,020,-
000,000. Thus, the total saving on expendi-
tures for Government and consumers to-
gether amounts to $1,470,000,000, since thé
cost of this program will be between $300,-
000,000 and $450,000,000 a year. The ratio of
saving to cost is roughly between 4 and 6 to 1.

If we make the somewhat less conserva-
tive, but perhaps more realistic, assumption
that a rise in wages will bring about an
equal percentage increase in prices, the sav-
ing is still greater. On the bhasis of this
assumption, savings on Government expen-
ditures alone are estimated at almost $1,750,-
000,000. Savings to consumers from the
avoidance of price increases are $1,300,000,000,
and when the direct savings resulting from
the price reduction is added, the total savings
to consumers amounts to about $1,770,000,-
000. This is a total of over $3,500,000,000
on Government and consumer expenditures
together. The cost of subsidy needed to ob-
tain this result being at most $450,000,000,
and possibly as low as $300,000,000, the ratio
of saving to cost on this assumption is
therefore no less than 7% to 1 and may run
12 to 1,

DIFFERENTIAL SUBSIDIES

This cost estimate, it must be noted, re-
flects payments to all parts of the industry.
Across-the-board payments are not typical
of subsidy programs and the ratio of saving
to cost will ordinarily run substantially
higher than has been estimated for the
meat, butter, and coffee program. Ordinarily
subsidies may be limited to only part of an
industry because of the market variation in
costs among firms in the industry. Under
such circumstances, earnings may be sat-
isfactory for the industry as a whole, while
for some firms, or for additional production
by otherwise low-cost firms, costs may be
above the ceiling price. In such cases, sub-
sldy payments, while necessary to cover
these costs, may be limited solely to the
high-cost productlon.

iThe balance of the $1,300,000,000 saving
would accrue on purchases of the now neg-
ligible amount of private new capital forma-
tion.
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The most striking example of subsidies to
marginal producers is the premium price plan
for copper, lead, and gzine, which has been
operating since February 1942, In the case
of copper, for example, the use of a subsidy
saves the Government at least $28 for every
dollar it spent.

If the high-cost copper had been obtained
in 1942 by permitting the price of all copper
to rise from the ceiling level of 12 cents to
the price of 17 cents that is necessary to
cover high-cest production, the Government
would have paid an additional $280,000,000
in 1942. To avoid this the Government paid
17 cents only for the high-cost copper and
sold it to manufacturers of war goods for 12
cents. It thus took a loss on the high-cost
copper of 5 cents a pound. This loss is the
subsidy. Since virtually all copper mined
goes into war goods bought by the Govern-
ment, the subsidy makes it possible for the
Government to avoid paying the 5-cent pre-
mium on the overwhelming bulk of the out-
put and thus saves considerable expense in
the purchase of war goods. In 1942 it cost
the Government about $10,000,000 to save the
$280,000,000 that it would have had to pay
in additional direct costs of the copper com-
ponent of war materials. Moreover, since
the increase would undoubtedly have been
pyramided in-the price of the finished war
goods, the saving is undoubtedly much great-
er than the indicated 28 to 1. That is a sav-
ing with a vengeance.

Method of granting subsidies

Several possible mechanisms are available
for making these payments. One is a direct
payment of the subsidy to producers, or dis=
tributors, depending upon where the pres-
sure on returns is being felt, or, in case prices
for " the iIndustry are realined generally,
where the subsidy can be most efficiently ad-
ministered. This commonly i at the
processor level.

A second method is for the Government to
purchase the entire output of the product to
be subsidized and to sell it back to the in-
dustry or to consumers at a lower price than
was paid. The loss resulting from sale at the
lower price constitutes the subsidy. By this
means the Government can pay a price to the
producer high enough to insure that he will
get adequate returns, while at the same time
the product can be made available to proc=-
essors and distributors and thereby to con=-
sumers at a lower price than would be pos-
sible without the subsidy.

This method, like the first, is used ex-
tensively in Canada and Great Britain, In
Canada, the Commodities Price Stabilization
Corporatien, especially created for the pur-
pose, conducts these purchases and sales,
This method has also been used in the United
States to some extent., The Commodity
Credit Corporation purchases crude vegetable
oils, for example, from refineries apd sells it
back to them at one-half cent per pound
less, thus permitting these fats and oils to be
processed and sold at stable prices, while
maintaining the Department of Agriculture's
support price so that production of the vege-
tables may be increased.

The third method of subsidy, which in
fact is only a variation of the second, is for
the Government to purchase, not the entire
output, but that portion of the output of a
commodity which is produced at a cost
higher than the price ceiling permits and to
sell it to the industry at the ceiling price.
This methed has been uszd with extraordi-
nary savings to the Government in premium
price plan for copper, lead, and zinc, already
cited above.

A fourth methcd of subsidization is the
provision of a service by the Government at
a loss. This method is used only In con-
nection with the provision of services that
have mounted in price directly because of
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war conditions. For example, the War Ship-
ping Administration, in order to stabilize the
cost of war risk Insurance to shippers, in-
sures commodities at stable rates and ab-
sorbs any excess of claims paid over pre-
miums. Commercial insurance rates have
skyrocketed because of submarine activities,
Without the Government's program for pro-
viding insurance at stable rates, the contin-
ued importation of goods at stable prices
would have been impossible.

Analysis of objections to subsidies

The program to expand the use of subsidies
into one of the key techniques for stabilizing
the cost of living has given rise to a host of
cbjections, Most of the objections to the
use of subsidies ignore the alternative to their
use and are without foundation. Let us con-
sider each of these objections in turn, re-
membering as we do so that the alternative
to the use of subsidies is a rise in the cost
of living and resumption of the upward
epiral of prices and wages.

OBJECTION NO. 1. SUBSIDIES (LOWER PRICES) ARE
THEREFORE INFLATIONARY

This objection - takes various forms. In
its most confused form the argument is that
subsidies to hold down or reduce prices leave
people with more money to spend upon other
commodities, and that they are therefore in-
fiationary.

Now, of course, to say that lower prices are
more inflationary than higher prices is to say
that down is up. Probably what people have
in mind when they make this argument is
that If we were to let prices go up without
letting incomes go up—a virtually impossitle
task—the price increase would prevent or
discourage people from buying, and that if
we hold prices down we shall have to restrict
their purchasing by other means.

But this necessity exists in any case. That
is just why we have rationing. We do not
praopose to restrict purchases of necessities to
consumers through letting prices rise. To do
that would be to distribute the supplies to
the people who have the longest purses, It
is precisely to avoid such an inequitable dis-
tribution of scarce necessities that we have
Pprice control and rationing in the first place.

In any case, this argument completely over-
locks the fact that if prices were permitted to
rise, wages and other incomes would have to
be adjusted to the increased cost of living.
Moreover, the rise In parity prices would
require an inereese of ceilings on farm prices
and thus would result in an Increase of farm
income. The increase of incomes resulting
from these adjustments would give consum-
ers far greater purchasing power than would
be absorbed by the higher prices themselves.
These adjustments, therefore, magnify the
consequences of a price rise. On the other
hand, even an across-the-board suktsidy
avolds this inflationary result, and a subsidy
that is- limited to high-cost production re-
duces still further the relatively small in-
crease of income resulting under any subsldy
program. Thus, the premise of this argu-
ment, that subsidies release more purchasing
power for expenditures upon other commeodi-
ties than would a price increase, with all its
indirect effects, 18 simply not correct.

OBJECTION NO. 2 SUBSIDIES INCREASE WAR
EXPENDITURES, THUS FEED INFLATION

Another reason is advanced for supposing
subsidies to be inflationary. They involve
an additional expense to the Treasury at a
time when war expenditures are rising to
previougly unheard-of levels. Since it is
recognized that the increase of war expendi-
tures is the underlying cause of the infla-
tionary danger, does it not follow that a

er increase, such as 1s Involved In the
payment of subsidies, aggravates that dan-
ger? Here agaln the answer is clear so long
as the alternative to subsidies is borne in
mind,
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A rise in prices would involve an increase
in Government and private expenditures far
greater than the increase which the subsidy
expenditure involves. In fact, the increase
in Government expenditures alone that a
price increase would cause is far greater than
that involved in the payment of subsidies,
This follows from the fact that the Govern-
ment is now the major buyer of goods in the
American economy. It has been noted above
that In the fiscal year 1944 the Government
will probably purchase at least 55 percent of
the gross national product. Its expenditures
will be over $100,000,000,000. A 1-percent in-
crease in the prices Government must pay
would cost it more than £1,000,000,000. The
subsidies required to forestall such an in-
crease fall far short of such a sum. Thus,
even when one locks only at the effect on the
Public Treasury, the cost of subsidies is much
less than the cost of rising prices. Con-

trasted with the alternative, subsidies not -

only constitute a definite economy, but they
also involve a smaller injection of purchasing
power, and, therefore, are not inflationary.

OBJECTION NO. 3. SUBSIDIES ONLY CONCEAL FRICE
RISES

Another objection sometimes made Is that
the use of subsidies does not prevent price
increases; it merely conceals them. The basis
of this argument is the claim that the subsi-
Gies Involve taxes which are as great as the
price increase that is avoided. For example,
it is said that the use of a subsidy to avoid
an increase in the price of butter from 45 to
50 cents a pound merely means that the pub-
lic pays 45 cents for butter and 5 cents in
taxation instead of paying 50 cents for but~
.ter, and that the public is no better off.

Here again the argument ignores the indi-
rect effect of a price rise upon wages and upon
prices generally, It cannot be 'stressed too
greatly or too frequently that, whether the
cost of subsidies is financed by taxation or by
borrowing, the increase in the tax load or in
the public debt is far less when subsidies are
used than when prices are permitted to rise,

Furthermore, the argument that the public
is no better off because what it saves in prices
it pays in taxes ignores completely the very
great difference in the impact of a price
increase and the impact of additional taxes
among income groups. Under our demo-
cratic system of progressive taxation, addi-
tional tax revenues are raised predominantly
in acccrdance with ability to pay. A price
increase, on the other hand, takes equal
amounts from every purchaser regardless of
his income and thus takes a higher percent-
age of low than of high incomes.

The fact that infilation does bear so heav-
ily and so unfairly* on low-income groups is
& major reason for imposing price control in
the first place. To say ncw that it does not
matter to the consumer whether price in-
creases are prevented or not is to deny com-
pletely this basis for price control. Where
the argument is not grounded in ignorance
or naiveté, it can only be a back-door attack
on the anti-infiation program.

OBJECTION NO, 4. CONSUMERS CAN AFFORD
HIGHER PRICES

A somewhat similar fallacy underlies the
point, frequently made, that price increases
are not objectionable because consumers
have such high incomes that they can afford
to pay higher prices. Figures are then cited
to show that total income of consumers has
risen by more than the cost of consumers
goods and that consumers are conseguently
spending a smaller proportion of their in-
comes than ever before. Here again the use
of total figures conceals one of the major
problems that price control is designed to
meet,

The increase of total consumer income re«
flects extremely large increases in the in-
comes of some consumers and, at the same
time, very small increases or no Increase at
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all in the incomes of other consumers. The
annual earnings of large groups of the popu-
lation have not risen by mnearly enough to
compensate for the rise in the cost of living
and in many cases have not risen at all. Be-
tween January 1941, the base date for wage
stabilization, and March 1943, weekly earn-
ings in all nonagricultural establishments
rose 32,6 percent. When corrected for the
rise in the cost of living during the same
period, this percentage is drastically lowered
to 88. Within nonagricultural establish-
ments as a whole, real earnings have risen
29 percent in manufacturing and 27 percent
in mining. In trade, In government, and

. in finance and service, on the other hand, real

weekly earnings have actually declined by
from 3 to 10 percent,

People dependent upon fixed incomes are
invariably squeezed in a period of rising
prices. The contraction in the value of their
incomes far exceeds the squeezes that are the
subject of much vociferous complaint. The
victims of the cost of living squeeze are not
organized into well-financed associations to
assert their claims, but they are nevertheless
an important fraction of our population.
Over 3,300,000 of our citizens are employed
by State and local governments as policemen,
firemen, school teachers, etc. They and their
families depend for a living upon virtually
fixed salarfes. Over 2,502,000 more are in the
service of their National Government on the
szme basis. Reclpients of public assistance,
numbering 3,000,000, and 860.000 veterans
who served their country honorably in past
wars likewise depend in varying degrees upon
fixed incomes which have already depreci-
ated and will depreciate more if prices are
permitted to rise further. The people of
this country own 120,000,000 life insurance
policies and over 14,000,000 savings bank de-
posits. Thelr work and morale are vital to
the successful operation of the economy.

The front behind the battle front would
suffer if we failed to carry out our obliga-
tions wunder the stabllization program.
Moreover, the families of our fighting men
are, In whole or ih part, dependent on Hxed
allotments while their breadwinners are
away. If for no other reason, for the sake
of these men at the front, the welfare of their
families must be protected. These people do
not have great organizations to speak for
them. They expect and demand protection
from their Government. The fact that the
incomes of so many consumers remain the
same In money amount while the cost of liv-
ing rises for all is the very characteristic of
inflation that causes inequitable distribution
and indiscriminate hardship, The rise of
total consumer income is irrelevant,

Moreover, the fact that total consumer in-
come has increased more than the value of
consumers’ goods is itself largely a reflection
of inflationary forces, although it also reflects
our success in controlling prices. Expendi-
tures on consumers’ gocds have been held
down because the physical quantity ¢~ con-
sumers’ goods has been curtailed and price
rises have been restrained, while the increase
in incomes refiects Increasing production and
employment on war goods, and inflationary
increases In wage rates, profits, and farm
prices.

The increase of consumer income in excess
of the rise in the value of consumers’ goods
and services is a general characteristic of in-
flationary periods. If incomes did not rise
faster there would be no upward pull upon
prices—there would be no inflation. The dis-
proportionate growth of consumer income is,
in other words, a reflection of the very thing
that causes the inflationary pressure. To ralse
prices on the theory that the high level of
consumer income justifies an increase would
inevitably result in further increases of prof-
its, farm incomes, and wages, and therefore of
consumer incomes, The increase of consumer
incomes would, on this theory, justify still



1943

further price inereases. This in turn would
force further increases in consumer incomes,
and so on, indefinitely. Thus, if this argu-
ment were to be translated into practice it
would result in continuously rising prices.

OBJECTION NO. 5. COSTLY SUBSIDIES—TINY
SAVINGS

Another related fallacy is involved in the
objection that the saving to the public from
the avoldance of particular price increases
would be only a few dollars per person and
that the prevention of this increase in prices
through a subsidy program is not worth the
effort it involves. This argument has all the
characteristics that appear in arguments
agains* price control. Not only is it wrong as
to the facts, but it is designed to lull the
public into forgetting that Inflation must be
fought every step of the way.

It is wrong as to the facts because it takes
into account only the initial price increase
that the subsidy avoids, while completely ig-
noring the forces that cause one price increase
to give rise to others and thus to generate that
spiral of inflatlon, the danger of which is
generally recognized.

Becond, the argument that any given price
increase is insignificant is the siren song that
all price-controlling authorities have to re-
sist. No single price increase taken by itself
will upset the economy, say applicants for a
higher price. It is true that a particular price
increase is insignificant, but the enormous
sum total of consumers' goods itself consists
of a large number of just such separately
“small"” components and it is precisely with
the multitude of such Individually minor
pressures that the price-controlling authori-
ties must cope. Such small increases, each
one directly affecting only a tiny fraction of

. the total volume of goods, are, when taken
together, just the stuff of which inflation is
made.

Furthermore, again the point comes to the
fore, these “small” increases are not small to
those at the lowest levels of income, whose
need for protection against the burden of
inflation is greatest. The use of an average
figure to indicate what a price increase would
mean to consumers disregards completely the
fact that sums which are relatively small to
people in the middle and higher income
brackets are substantial to those less for-
tunately situated,

OBJECTION NO. 6, IF SUBSIDIES ARE USED NOW,
WON'T PRICES FALL WHEN THEY ARE WITH-
DRAWN AFTER'  THE WAR?

The answer to this question is a flat “No."
Bubsldies are proposed as a part of the price-
control program. They will be withdrawn
only when the danger of inflation has disap-
peared, a time when retail price ceilings
can also be removed. Thus there will be no
squeeze when the subsldy is withdrawn,

Not only is there no reason whatever to
suppose that the withdrawal of subsidies will
cause a decline in prices to producers, but
there is good reason to suppose that a sub-
sldy program makes a decline far less likely to
occur. If we permit an inflation to develop,
a sharp post-war fall in agricultural prices
is virtually inevitable. Since the price-
stabilization program cannot work without
the subsidy program, a sharp rise and a sharp
iall of prices is far more likely to occur with-
out such a program than with one.

Moreover, when the war ends producers will
not have to work under forced draft, as at
present. Cultivation will not have to be so
intensive and costs will be lower, so that even
if prices to producers do decline somewhat,
producers’ net incomes need not fall. So far
as any drastic fall is concerned, the Govern-
ment has already nteed to support
prices of a substantial list of major agricul-
tural commodities at 90 percent of parity for
2 years after the war.
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OBJECTION NO. 7. SUBSIDIES ARE NO SUBSTITUTE
FOR ENFORCEMENT

Beyond these objections, which fail to take
into account the basic nature of inflation,
are certaln other points which are valid and
which require consideration. The first is
that there is no use In preventing price ceil-
ings from being raised if they are only dis-
regarded and that under such circumstances
it would be better, in fact, to permit the ceil-
ings to rise so that the illegal margin between
selling prices and actual prices is decreased
and money taken out of the hands of viola-
tors of the law. This {5 not an argument
against subsidies; it s an argument in favor
of enforcement. The Government does not
propose and never will propose the use of
subsidles as a substitute for enforcement.
On the contrary, it proposes to push enforce=-
ment harder than ever, and it is taking ef-
fective steps to do so. ;

The Office of Price Administration is sim-
plifying its controls by replacing the diverse
ceilings that existed under the General Max-
imum Price Regulation and other regulations
by dollars-and-cents price ceilings, which are
as uniform as customary trade practices and
cost differentials permit. This program has
gone far and it is being pushed further. It
will permit consumers to know what price
cellings are and will make it possible for
them to recognize violations where they ex-
ist. This programm constitutes a major
advance in the enforcement of price con=
control, In addition, the Price Administra=-
tor has requested appropriations to permit
the employment of 1,800 more enforcing
agents. Finally, the subsidy program it-
self will contribute to the enforcement of
price ceilings by enabling the Ofiice of Price
Administration to check up on conformity
with its regulations simultaneously with the
administration of the subsidy program.

OBJECTION NO. 8.'SUBSIDIES ARE SUBJECT TO
ABUSE

It is also argued that a subsidy program
is subject to abuse. That possibility does
exist. It exists with any Government pro=-
gram and it must be guarded against. The
Government recognizes that a subsidy policy
must be hedged about with safeguards. A
great deal of thought has been given to this
problem, and standards have been developed
for the application of this policy.

The existence of this problem, however,
should not inhibit us from taking necessary
action. Standards to protect the Public
Treasury and to make certain that no vested
interests grow up are no more necessary in
connection with the subsidy program than
they are in connection with many other pro-
grams which governments all over the world
are not prosecuting. They have been de-
veloped in connection with procurement pro-
grams; they can and will be developed in
connection with the subsidy program. The
question is simply whether we will face the
danger of one potential evil or whether, fear-
ing it, we will subject ourselves to a certain
and greater evil,

We do not refuse to fight the war merely
because the procurement of munitions
opens the door to abuse, On the contrary,
we face that problem and surmount it in
order to accomplish the greater purpose.
We shall do the same in connection with
the subsidy program. What is at stake in
this program is the success of our fight
against inflation, and at stake in that fight,
in turn, is the successful prosecution of the
war and of the peace. r

Foreign erperience
No other major belligerent has accepted
either the alternative of rising prices or
that of strangled production All have in-
sured full production within the framework
of stable prices. They have done this by
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using subsidies to Insulate the cost of liv-
ing from rising production costs. It is the
wise and effective use of subsidies that has
enabled both the British and the Canadians
to reconcile the imperative of economic sta-
bility with the imperative of war produc-
tion.

The miraculous production achievements
of the British are widely known., It is not
so well known that for over 2 years the cost
of living in Britain has been held to vir-
tually absolute stability and the cost of
foods has even been reduced. Evidence of
the effectiveness of British stabilization is
found in the fact that, whereas between the
outbreak of war and May 1941, the cost of
living rose 20 percent, between the later
month and April 1943, it actuslly fell 1 per-
cent, During this period, moreover, the re-
tail price of foods in Britain, which had
risen 25 percent above pre-war levels, was
reduced 3.7 percent.

Similarly in Canada: Cost of living sta=-
bilization was made natlonal policy in De-
cember 1841, and subsidies were used from
the outset in effectuating that policy. The
cost of living had risen 15 percent at that
time. In the year and a half that followed,
down to May 1943, the net increase in the
cost of living was only 2 percent. Several
successive roll-backs, made possible by sub-
sidies, accomplished this, and in June 1943
a new roll-back was scheduled to reduce or
ellminate even this slight rise.

The relation between the effectiveness of
the British and the Canadian stabilization
amtl the use of subsidies is indicated by the
extent to which prices entering the cost of
living index are subject to subsidy. In
Britain 92 percent of the food component of
the cost of living index is affected by sub-
gidy. This means that 55 percent of-the
total cost of living ind-x is effected by food
subsidies alone. In Canada, 68 percent of
all foods and 21 percent of the cost of llving
are subject to subsidy.

In both countries, the stabilization of the
cost of living has been closely linked in
policy with stabilization of wages. In Can-
ada both wages and prices were brought
under control simultaneously, whereas in
Britain no such across-the-board policy has
been found necessary. In both, however,
wage rates have exhibited much greater sta-
bility since the cost of living has been sta-
bilized, Under the Canadian scheme of
control, wage rates are formally linked to
the cost-of-living index and a cost-of-living
bonus is payable to offset increases in the
official index. A similar result is obtained
in Britain due to the fact that one-third of
the wage contracts there formally Iincor-
porate cost-of-living adjustment provisions,
while wage bargaining as a whole reflects
the same basic consideration.

The experience of Great Britain and Can-
ada is a striking demonstration of the ef-
fectiveness of subsidies as part of an inte-
grated system of price control. Subsidies
work—they enable a country to hew to the
line on a tough stabilization policy and at
the same time to get production to the limit
of its capacity. =

The present crisis

The same circumstances that forced other
belligerents to use this instrument now face
us. The urgency of the immediate use of
subsidies cannot be too greatly stressed.
We cannot stand still. Unless the cost of
living is rolled back to September levels, it
must rise. There {8 no possibility of sta-
bilizing it at its present levels because, un-
less it is rolled back, it must force the
abandonment of the present wage-stabiliza-
tion formula. The upward adjustment of
wages will be a signal for enactment of the
Bankhead and Pace bills, which will boost
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farm prices substantially. Prices generally,
under these twin pressures, will shoot up-
ward and the cost of living will rise well
above its present level. The consequences
that would follow hardly meed elaboration.
We would be caught up once more in the
infilationary spiral and under pressures
which would push us along at'a catastrophic
pace. That we must avoid by prompt ac-
tion, action which will make up for the
ground lost since last September, action
which will include the full appropriate use
of subsidies. Only in this way can we
emerge successfully from the present crisis
and insure that it shall be the last on the
economic front.

Mr, MATL.ONEY. Mr. President, fol-
lowing the statement already placed in
the REcorDp, in an attempt to make the
record complete I ask unanimous con-
gent to have printed in the REcorp a
press release issued by the Secretary of
Commerce on May 25, 1943, which shows
to gha.t extent subsidies are now being
used.

There being no objection, the press
release was ordered to be printed in the
Recorp, as follows:

BTATEMENT OF JESSE H. JONES, SECRETARY OF
COMMERCE, EEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON
FOOD OF THE SENATE COMMITTEE ON' AGRICUL-
TURE AND FORESTRY, TUESDAY, MAY 25, 1943

The President on May 2 stated that Govern-
ment will continue to take all necessary meas-
ures to eliminate all unjustified and avoidable
price increases. He further stated that meas-
ures will be taken to roll back the price of
meats,

In carrylng out this policy, the Price Ad-
ministrator announced that he would reduce
not only the price of meats, but the price of
butter and coffee approximately 10 percent to
the consumer.

The only way to accomplish this without
forcing & reduction in prices to the hog,
cattle, and sheep raisers, and the dalry indus-
try, was through subsidy payments to the
processors.

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation
has authority under section 2 (e) of the
Price Control Act to buy and sell or to sub-
eidize those materials that are designated
by the President as critical and strategic.
The materials that are to be subsidized under
the immediate program have been so desig-

nated.

The Price Administrator has requested the
subsidy payments. The Director of the
Office of Economic Stabilization has issued a
directive to the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration to make the payments, and the Pres-
ident has approved the directive to the extent
of $450,000,000.

Subsidies in one form or another have been
a matter of administration policy since 1940,
first in the defense program and later in the
war cffort.

Due to submarine warfare we are paying
excess transportation charges and, In some
dnstances, excess cost on petroleum products.

We are paying excess transportation costs
on coal to New York and New England.

We paid transportation costs in distribut-
Ing sugar throughout the country up to De-
cember 168, 1942. This included sugar from
Cuba and moving beet sugar from the West
to the New England area. Since then, Com-
modity Credit Corporation has handled sugar,

We pay ebnormal transportation costs and
losses on the purchase of nitrates and fibers
from Latin America, and on various metals,
minerals, and rubber from Latin America and
elsewhere abroad.

In addition to the foregoing, we are paying
premiums on excess domestic production of
copper, lead, and zinc,

We are causing the production of varicus
and sundry metals In this country through

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

buying them at a high price and selling them
at ceiling prices.

In addition to copper, lead, and zine, these
include arsenie, beryllium, cadmium,
chrome, cobalt, fluorspar, graphite, iron ore,
kyanite, magnesium, manganese, mercury,
mica, molybdenum, rutile, spodumene, talc,
tantalum, tin, tungsten, and vanadium.

These materials come from one or more of
the following BStates: Pennsylvania, Utah,
Texas, Arkansas, Alaska, Csalifornia, Idaho,
North Carolina, Oregon, Washington, Mon-
tana, Vermont, Michigan, Arizona, Missouri,
Alabama, New Jersey, Colorado, Georgla, Ne-
vada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Bcuth Dakota,
Tennessee, Virginla, West Virginla, Wyoming,
and New York,

We are buying and selling scrap metals and
scrap rubber at substantial losses, as well as
used tires.

We are buying binder twine in Mexico and
selling it at a loss.

‘We are paying excess costs of production to
a few woocd pulp producers in New England
to keep them from closing down,

All of these things are being done with the
approval of the President, and at the request
of war policy agencies such as the State De-
partment, War Production Board and its
predecessors, War Department, Navy Depart-
ment, Petroleum Administration for War,
Rubber Director, Board of Economic Warfare,
Office of Price Administration, and now the
Director of Economic Stabilization,

A meeting was held Saturday, May 22, 1543,
attended by the Director of Economic Stahil-
ization, representatives of Office of Price Ad-
ministration and Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration, Food Administrator Chester Davis,
and Reconstruction Finance Corporation of-
ficlals, at which it was determined to con-
sult with representatives of the industries in-
volved, to determine the most practical meth-
ods of carrying out the subsidy order on
meat, butter, and coffee.

Those meetings are scheduled for Thursday
and Friday of this week,

Mr. BUTLER, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield?

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. I wish fo ask a question
of the Senator from Connecticut, who
has just spoken. I did not get the point
of his remarks. Perhaps what he said
has made it perfectly plain. Apparently
the Senator inserted something in the
REecorp dealing with the general subject
of subsidies.

Mr. MALONEY. That is correct.

Mr. BUTLER. Is it the report which
was proposed to be made to the Price
Stabilizer, Mr. Justice Byrnes, by a board
appointed about the time he took over
the position of Price Stabilizar?

Mr. MALONEY. Itisnot. Ifis simply
the argument of the O. P. A, in favor of
subsidies.

Mr, BUTLER. I may say that, as per-
haps the Senator from Connecticut
knows, that a board of the kind to which
I refer was appointed at the time Mr.
Justice Byrnes assumed the position of
Price Stabilizer. The Board was made
up of a very prominent group of Govern-
ment officials, and it is assumed that its
report has been ready for some time.
No one, however, has been able to get
hold of the contents of the report. I
think it would be highly beneficial if that
report were made available to Senators
at this time. When the subsidy plan is
once unleashed it will be very hard to
stop it. I think already in Government
circles the subsidy idea has gained such
prominence that it constitutes a real
threat to a sound Federal fiscal policy.

JUNE 25

I hope the Senator from Connecticut
and other Senators on the majority side
of the aisle will do what they can to
bring to light the report which was made
by the Special Survey Beard for the ben-
efit of Mr. Justice Byrnes when he took
over the position of Price Stabilizer. It
would be well to have that report placed
in the Recorp along with the report
which the Senator from Connecticut has
just inserted in the REcorp.

Mr. MALONEY, Mr. President, I do
not have a copy of the report to which
the Senator from Nebraska refers. Has
the Senator a copy of it? v

Mr. BUTLER. I have tried tc obtain
a copy, but have not been able to do so.
I thought perhaps the Senator from
Connecticut might be able to obtain a
copy.

Mr. MALONEY. I am sure that, if the
able Senatfor from Nebraska has not been
able to obtain one, I would have difficulty
in doing so.

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, Pres-
ident, a few moments ago the Senate
gave unanimous consent to acceptance
by the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Crark] of the amendment proposed to
his amendment by the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georcel. It was under-
stood at the time that that amendment
was not entirely satisfactory to some of
the mining interests, and it was indi-
cated that there would be no objection
to a reconsideration of the Senate’s ac-
tion.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I wish it under-
stood that in view of the statements
made at the time that a motion to re-
consider would be in order, I did not
object.

Mr., JOHNSON of Colorado. The
Senator from Oregon [Mr. McNary]
stated that there would be no objection
on his part, and I took it for granted
that all Senators who heard his state-
ment concurred in what he said. Other-
wise, I should have objected to inclusion
of the George amendment in the Clark
amendment.

I desire to offer a perfecting amend-
ment to the George amendment, which
meets objections the mining industry
has to the George amendment. I send
to the desk my perfecting amendment to
the George amendment, and ask that it
be stated. I ask that the clerk read the
George amendment, which is very short,
together with the insertions I have placed
in it, and the language I propose to add
at the end thereof. The matter will be
in a more intelligible form then,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will read as requested.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Provided further, That the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation, through its subsidiary
corporations, is authorized to borrow money
and (a) to pay to shippers of commodities
and others the increased cost of transporta-
tion resulting from the war emergency and
(b) to pay subsidies relating to, or purchase
for the purpose of selllng at a loss, atrsteglc
and critical materials necessary to the
manufacture of equipment and munitions of
war for the United States Government or
any of the United Nations, and to subsidize
the hlgh-cast prcduction of minerals to in-
crease the production thereof: Provided
Jurther, That in any case in which a com-
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modity is domestically produced, the powers
granted to the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation by the foregoing proviso shall
be exercised with respect to the importa-
tions of such commodity only to the extent
that, in the judgment of the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation, the domestic pro-
duction of the commodity 1s not sufficient to
satisfy the demand therefor,

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, I now ask unanimous consent
that the George amendment which has
already been accepted to the Clark
amendment, be perfected in accordance
with the language read at the desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. 1Is there
objection?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, re-
serving the right to object, I wish to say
that I think this is an extremely im-
portant amendment, and that, except
for a small group of Senators, no one has
had an opportunity to examine it closely.

The amendment may be a very worthy,

one, However, I think it should be ex-
amined carefully. So important an
amendment should not be adopted
simply after a reading of it at the desk.
So I will ask the Senator from Colorado
to let the amendment lie over for a
little while until we shall have an oppor-
tunity to examine it.
Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, it em-
bodies a provision which is in the law.
Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. It is al-
ready in the law.
~ Mr. BANKHEAD. What is the need
of again placing that language in the
law if it is already in the law? I am not
opposed to what the Senator is trying to
do, if I correctly understand his purpose.
I would at all times support what he has
in mind to do, but I think in a matter of
this sort Senators other than those who
have already had an opportunity to ex-
amine the amendment closely should be
given an opportunity to examine it for
themselves. If the language is already
contained in the law I do not know why
the Senator proposes to insert it again
in the law, unless the language referred
to has been repealed, and it is the Sena-
tor’s desire to reinsert it. If the lan-
guage is now in the law, I should like to
examine the law itself to see its effect.
I think thaf is a reasonable request, Mr,
President.
~ Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, so far
as concerns the modification which the
Senator from Colorado proposes to make
in the amendment which I offered, which
is literally in the language of the Sena-
tor's own amendment——
Mr, BANKHEAD. Yes; thatis true.
Mr. GEORGE. It is purely technical.
It does not change it at all. The effect
is not at all changed. The addition at
the end of the amendment is of a pro-
vision which now is contained in sub-
section (e) of section 2 of the Price Con-
trol Act which the Clark amendment
would repeal. The Senator from Colo-
rado is merely seeking to restore that
part of it.
Mr. BANKHEAD. Has the Senator
from Ohio examined the amendment?
Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I do not
think I have read all of it. I have seen
one part of it. -
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, do I have the floor?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado has the floor,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Let me ask what amend=-
ment the Senator is offering?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. A per-
fecting amendment to the George amend=-
ment which was accepted by unanimous
vote a few minutes ago with the under-
standing that it might be reconsidered
and perfected.

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, I make the
point of order against the amendment,
that it is an amendment in the third
degree,

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, the
Senator has requested unanimous con-
sent to offer his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Colorado has requested
unanimous consent to offer the amend-
ment at this time,

Mr., JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, let me say to the Senator from
Ohio and the Senator from Alabama that
the language in my amendment appears
in an amendment which I submitted yes-
terday, and which lies on the table, and
which was on the table at the time when
the George amendment was agreed to.
The provision covered by my amendment
is in the present law. My amendment
would merely reinstate it for fear that
the amendment offered by the Senator
from Missouri [Mr. CLARK] might repeal
that particular provision of section
2 (e).

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, let me raise
a technical question relative to the
amendment, The amendment would
insert the words “through its subsidiary
corporations”, so that the Ilanguage
would read:

Provided further, That the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation, through its subsidiary
corporations, is authorized to borrow money
and pay (a) to shippers of commodities or
others the increased costs of transportatlon
resulting from the war emergency, and (b)
to pay subsidies relating to, or purchase for
the purpose of selling at a loss, strategic and
critical materials necessary to the manu-
facture of equipment and munitions of war
for the United States Government,

The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion never borrows money through a sub-
sidiary corporation.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No; but
it buys metals through the Metals Re-
serve Company; and Mr. Goodloe
thought that language was necessary,
and it was inserted.

Mr. TAFT. But the Metals Reserve
Company does not borrow money.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No one
contends that it borrows money or pro-
vides for the borrowing of any money.

Mr. TAFT, But the language reads:

Provided further, That the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation, through its subsidiary
corporations, is authorized to borrow money
and pay (a) to shippers of commodities—

And so forth., In other words, the

point I am attempting to make to the
Senator is that the place at which he
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proposes to have the language inserted
is not the proper place.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I favor
no particular point for the insertion of -
the language. If the Senator can find
a better place in the amendment fo in-
sert the language, I shall be perfectly
satisfled to have that done, and I am
sure everyone else concerned will be,

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator from Colorado yield for a ques-
tion?

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I do not have the Re-
construction Finance Corporation Act
before me; but I notice that the amend-
ment provides that subsidies may be
provided for—

Any commodity which has heretofore or
may hereafter be defined as a sirategic or
critical material by the President pursuant
to section &d of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation Act, as.amended——

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. What is
the Senator reading, Mr. President?

Mr. AIEEN. The proposed amend=-
ment of the Senator from Colorado.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is
not the pending amendment at all. I
merely offered the language as a per-
fecting amendment to the amendment
of the Senator from Georgia. The part
of my amendment which the Senator
has just read is not being considered at
the present time,.

Mr. AIKEN. I thought the Senator
from Colorado was discussing all the
amendment, and I was going to ask him
if there is any limitation on what the
President may define as a strategic or
critical material.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Strategic
and critical materials are very well de-
fined. The expression is commonly
used, and I do not think any difficulty
would arise along that line.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Iam glad
to yield.

Mr, HATCH. Is it the thought of the
Senator from Colorado that the accept-
ance of his proposed perfecting amend-
ment would only preserve the law as it
now exists, and would make certain that
it would not be changed or repealed?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is
exactly the point—merely to preserve the
law as it is, and to escape any dangers
which might possibly result from an-
nuling or wiping out certain provisions of
section 2 (e) of the present law for the
protection of the mining industry.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Misscuri. I should

merely like to say that, of course, I have
no right to accept a modification of my
own amendment, by reason of the fact
that the yeas and nays have been ordered
by the Senate on my amendment. If I
still had control of my amendment, and
if it were possible for me to accept the
modification suggested by the Senator
from Colorado, I should be very glad,
indeed, to do so.

I hope that statement satisfies Sena-
tors who are concerned about the matter
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of strategic minerals—a subject with
which there never was any intention
whatever on my part to deal in my
amendment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, the suggestion made by the Sena-
tor from Ohio [Mr. Tarr] to place some
of the language in another part of the
George amendment, if agreed to, I am
certain would improve the amendment,
I ask unanimous consent that the sug-
gestion made by the Senator from Ohio,
that the proposed language be inserted
in"line 3, after the word “and”, rather
than after the word “Corporation”, be
accepted as a part of my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Colorado for unanimous consent to
incorporate in the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CLArx], as
modified, certain proposed language?

Mr, BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr., JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield

Mr. BUTLER. Not being an attorney,
I simply want to be rather certain that I
understand what the Senator’s object is.
His proviso would continue the provi-
sions of the present law with reference
to strategic materials, I understand.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That is
correct—strategic minerals,

Mr. BUTLER., That is the point.
Does the amendment refer to strategic
minerals, or does it refer to strategic ma-
terials, which might also include agri-
cultural commodities? Personally, I
should be glad to have it include the
words “strategic materials.”

Mr, TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I shall
be glad to yield in a moment. First, let
me say that the particular language I
have proposed does not pertain at all to
the point mentioned by the Senator
from Nebraska. That point is covered
by the original George amendment which
has already been accepted by unan-
imous consent.

I yield now to the Senator from Ohio,

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President, I merely
wanted to explain to the Senator from
Nebraska that the language does cover
strategic and critical materials necessary
to the manufacture of equipment and
munitions of war for the United States
Government. It is true that strategic
and critical materials would be defined
by the President, as they have been de-
fined in connection with the roll-back,
to include foodstuffs; but only cases in
which the foodstuffs were necessary for
the manufacture of equipment and mu-
nitions of war would be covered. So, al-
though some timber products or some
other agricultural products might be
covered by that language, it would not
apply to any general subsidy of agricul-
tural products.

Mr. BUTLER. However, the byprod-
ucts of the corn-milling industry—
starch, for instance—are really essential
to the manufacture of certain mechanical
implements of war.

Mr, TAFT. If I may say a further
word, the reason for permitting the ex-
tension is that if the material is to be
used entirely by the United States Gov-
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ernment it is clearly obvious that the
Government would recover by means of
the lower price of the goods any subsidy
it might pay. So there would be no loss
to the Government.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Colorado?

g Mr. BANKHEAD. I make no objec-
on.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair hears none; and, without objec-
tion, the language proposed by the Sen-
ator from Colorado is incorporated in
the amendment of the Senator from
Missouri, as modified.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, before I take my seat, I send to
the desk a letter and an enclosure re-
ceived today by me from the Honorable
Jesse Jones, and ask that they be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the letter and enclosure will be
read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Washington, June 25, 1943.
Hon. Eopwin C. JoHNSON,
United States Senate, !
Washington, D.C.

Dear SENaToR JornsoN: I enclose copy of
a statement I made before the subcommit-
tee on food of the Senate Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry, Tuesday, May 25.

Under authority of sectlon 2 (e) of the
Price Control Act, and by direction of the
then Director of Economic Stabilization,
Justice James F. Byrnes, and with the ap-
proval of the President, definite commit-
ments to the extent of $450,000,000 have been
made for the payment of subsidies on meat,
butter, and coffee.

Entirely aside from' differences of opinion
as to the advisability or the effectiveness of
such subsidies, I feel that these commitments,
already made under authority of section 2 (e)
of the Price Control Act, should be carried
out.

Further, by using the amount of money
provided under the Bankhead-Taft amend-
ment and within the limitations of that
emendment, we can determine the value of
subsidy payments to insure maximum pro-
duction of certain essential foods without
either reducing the price to the producer or
permitting price increases to the consumer.

Bincerely yours,
JessE H. JowEs,
Secretary of Commerce.

The President on May 2 stated that Gov-
ernment will continue to take all necessary
measures fto eliminate all unjustified and
avoldable price increases. He further stated
that measures will be taken to roll back the
price of meats.

In carrying out this policy, the Price Ad-
ministrator announced that he would re-
duce not only the price of meats, but the
price of butter and coffee approximately 10
percent to the consumer.

The only way to accomplish this without
forcing a reduction in prices to the hog,
cattle, and sheep raisers, and the dalry in-
dustry, was through subsidy payments to
the processors.

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation
has authority under section 2 (e) of the
Price Control Act to buy and sell or to sub-
sidize those materials that are designated
by the President as critical and strategic.
The materials that are to be subsidized
under the Immediate program have been
so designated.

The Price Administrator has requested
the subsidy payments. The Director of the
Office of Economic Stabilization has issued
a directive to the Reconstruction Finance
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Corporation to make the payments, and the
President has approved the directive to the
extent of $450,000,000.

Subsidies In one form or another have
been a matter of administration policy
since 1840, first in the Defense program and
later in the war effort.

Due to submarine warfare we are paying
excess transportation charges and, in some
instances, excess cost on peiroleum prod-
ucts.

We are paying excess transportation costs
ont coal to New York and New England.

We paid transportation costs in distribut-
ing sugar throughout the country up to
December 16, 1943, This included sugar
from Cuba and moving beet sugar from the
West to the New England area. Since then,
Commodity Credit Corporation has handled
sugar.

We pay abnormal transportation costs
and losses on the purchase of nitrates and
fibers from Latin America, and on various
metals, minerals, and rubber from Latin
America and elsewhere abroad.

In addition to the foregoing, we are pay-

"ing premiums on excess domestic produc-

tion of copper, lead, and zine.

We are causing the production of various
and sundry metals in this country through
buying them at a high price and selling them
at ceiling prices. :

In addition to copper, lead, and zinc, these
include: arsenic, beryllium, cadmium,
chrome, cobalt, fiuorspar, graphite, iron ore,
kyanite, magnesium, manganese, mercury,
mica, molybdenum, rutile, spodumene, tale,
tantalum, tin, tungsten, and vanadium.

These materials come from one or more of
the following States: Pennsylvania, Utah,
Texas, Arkansas, Alaska, California, Idaho,
North Carolina, Oregon, Washington, Mon-
tana, Vermont, Michigan, Arizona, Missourd,
Alabama, New Jersey, Colorado, Georgia,
Nevada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Da-
kota, Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia,
Wyoming, and New York.

We are buying and selllng scrap metals and
scrap rubber at substantial losses, as well as
used tires.

We are buying binder twine in Mexico and
selling it at a loss.

‘We are paying excess costs of production to
a few wood-pulp producers in New England to
keep them from closing down.

All of these things are being done with the
approval of the President, and at the reguest
of war policy agencies, such as State Depart-
ment, War Production Board and its prede-
cessors, War Department, Navy Department,
Petroleumn Administrator for War, Rubber
Director, Board of Economic Warfare, Office of
Price Administration, and now the Director
of Economic Stabilization,

A meeting was held Saturday, May 22, 1943,
attended by the Director of Economic Sta-
bilization, representatives of Office of Price
Administration and Commodity Credit Cor-
poration, Food Administrator Chester Davis,
and Reconstruction Finance Corporation offl-
cials, at which it was determined to consult
with representatives of the industries in-
volved, to determine the most practical
methods of carrying out the subsidy order on
meat, butter, and coffee,

Those meetings are scheduled for Thursday
and Friday of this week.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I received one of the circular let-
ters from Secretary Jones. It was ad-
dressed to me at the Senate Office Build-
ing, but it was not sent to me at the
Senate Office Building. It was not even
folded. It was placed on my desk as a
circular letter while I was temporarily
absent from the Chamber. I happen to
know that other Senators have received
such letters. The Senator from Vermont
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[Mr. Aixen] received one. The Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Jounson] has just
disclosed that he received one.

Mr. President, I say that that is an
exhibition of indecent lobbying by the
Secretary of Commerce in behalf of an
illegal practice in which he has indulged,
in plain coniravention of the law, and
which he now desires to have legalized
by the so-called Taft-Bankhead amend-
ment. I say that the Secretary of Com-
merce sat out in the lobby yesterday
afternoon, conferring with Senators as
they passed by, to try to raise some doubt
in the mind of someone—any doubt in
the mind of anyone—as to the wisdom
of the course which the Senate was about
to pursue in outlawing these subsidy
practices.

Mr. President, I say that I think this
is an indecent practice. I think it is a
practice forbidden by law. In all truth
and candor, I think it is a practice for
which Secretary Jones could be fairly
impeached by the House of Representa-
tives; and if he were impeached I would
vote to convict him, in view of the plain
facts about his trying to proselyte Mem-
bers of the Senate in behalf of a certain
amendment now pending before this
body.

Mr. Jones' statement that there have
been definite commitments by the Gov-
ernment to the extent of $450,000,000 is
not true. I say further that Secretary
Jones knew that it was not true when
he wrote this circular letter. The only
commitment whatever which has been
made has been in the form of a news-
paper release by Mr. Jones and by Mr.
Prentiss Brown, stating that they in-
tended to do a certain thing about sub-
sidies. They do not now seriously con-
tend that they had any legal authority
to commit the Government. In the de-
bate in this Chamber I think it has been
generally acknowledged that they had no
such authority.

This letter has been placed on the
desks of certain Senators, I do not know
how many. I know of three Senators on
whose desks it has been placed. What
Mr. Jones is now trying to do is to con-
vey the impression to Senators that un-
der some sort of authority of law he has
made commitments which would be sen-
sibly diminished in amount by the so-
called Taft-Bankhead amendment.
That is not true. Mr. Jones has simply
taken the figures of the coffee, meat, and
butter industries, and on the basis of a
newspaper release which he had no right
to give out in the first place, and which
he knew was a violation of law when he
did it, is frying to make it appear, in
order to defeat a limitation on his own
authority, that he has already committed
the Government, in violation of the law,
to the extent of $450,000,000.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from
Missouri makes some pretty vigorous
charges against Mr. Jones.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; I make
some very vigorous charges against him,
I intended to make vigorous charges
against him. I say that this is an inde-
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cent attempt at lobbying on a question
now before the Senate; and Mr. Jones
knew it when he did it.

Mr. CONNALLY. When I asked the
question, I did not intend to call for re-
inforcement or strengthening of what
the Senator had already said.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The longer
the Senator continues, the stronger my
statements will probably become.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator says
that Mr. Jones had no authority to do
it. Ido not know, but my understanding
has been that he did it as the result of a
directive from higher authority. I do
not know what a “directive” is.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I do not
understand that Jesse ever claimed that
he had the legal authority to do it. I
understand that what Jesse said was
that he did it because Jimmie Byrnes
told him to do it; but in the circular
letter which was placed on my desk
while I was temporarily absent from the
Chamber, Jesse claims that by direction
of Jimmie Byrnes, and with the ap-
proval of the President, he has made
definite commitments to the extent of
$450,000,000. Where did Jesse get the
authority, either by the direction of
Jimmie Byrnes, or with the approval of
the President, to make any such com-
mitment of $450,000,000? I say that
this is an indecent piece of lobbying, and
t.l-iat Jesse Jones is able enough, and a
fine enough man, so that he ought to be
ashamed of himself for what he has been
doing.

Mr. AIEEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. If it was the purpose of
Mr. Jones——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator
received one of these letters, did he not?

Mr. AIKEN. I received one. It was
not folded when I received it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mine is not
folded yet.

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. CONNALLY, What is the sanc-
tity about folding a letter? Is the basis
of the grave charge against Mr. Jones
that he did not fold the letter?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, if I still have the floor, I shall be
glad to answer the Senator.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am glad to
yield to the Senator from Texas,

Mr. CONNALLY. As I understand,
the letter was signed, but it was not
folded. Of course, if that is the basis
of the grave charge against Mr. Jones,
I will have to take my seat, because I
understand it was not folded.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, if I did not know my distinguished
friend from Texas so well, and if I were
not so certain that he is fully cognizant
of all the proprieties in the matter, I
might take the trouble to explain; but
the Senator from Texas knows very well
indeed that when a letter is addressed
to a Senator at the Senate Office Build-
ing, and some one sneaks into the Sen-
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ate Chamber during his absence and
places it and similar letters on the desk
of various Senators, that is intended as
a lobbying, propagandizing proposition,
and not as a bona fide letter addressed
to individual Senators., I am certain
that the Senator from Texas will agree
with that very simple statement.

Mr. CONNALLY. The Senator from
Texas is not allergic to information, from
whatever source he may receive it.

Mr. CLARK ‘of Missouri. The Senator
certainly ought to be allergic to misin-
formation, such as is contained in this
letter, in the form of deliberate misstate-
ments of facts. Mr. Jones must know
that they are deliberate misstatements
of fact.’

Mr, AIKEN. Mr. President——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield to the
Senator from Vermont.

Mr. AIKEN. -If it was the intention of
Mr. Jones to raise a doubt in the mind
of any Member of the Senate, he has
succeeded in my case. He has raised a
question as to whether the letter which
has been sent to some of us may not be
intended as a loophole or escape for the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation in
the event of the adoption of the Clark
amendment. The language of the pro-
viso in the Clark amendment is as fol-
lows:

Provided, That nothing in this act shall be
construed to affect in any manner the rights
or interests of any person who has acted in
good faith in reliance upon any regulation or
order issued prior to the date of enactment
of this act with respect to such subsidy pay-
ments under the authority of such section
2 (e), and to the extent necessary to protect
the rights or interests of any such person in
connection with transactions heretofore
made or entered into such subsidy payments
may be made.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that the
Director of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation may be trying to convey to
us the impression that the $400,000,000
has been promised by agreement with
American farmers, so that he will not be
affected by that part of the Senator’s
amendment.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I understand the feeling of the
Senator from Vermont with respect to
the effort of Director Jones—and I speak
of him now as Director Jones, of the
R. F. C, rather than as Secretary of
Commerce—to prejudice the situation in
the Senate by a false allegation as to his
commitments,

If I had received this letter from Mr.
Jones before I offered my amendment,
or while I still had control of it, I would
have omitted the proviso. In other
words, I would not give Jesse Jones any
claim of authority to continue to violate
the law, as he is admittedly violating the
law now. I invite the attention of the
Senator to the fact that the proviso
reads:

That nothing in this act shall be construed
to affect in any manner the rights or interests
of any person who has acted in good faith—

When?—

in reliance upon any regulation or order is=-
sued prior to the date of enactment of this
act with respect to such subsidy payments.
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Mr. President, it is not contended on
the part of “noble Jesse” or even “dear
Prentiss” that they issued any order or
regulation.

Mr. AIKEN. The butter regulation
was issued.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. What they
issued was a newspaper release,

Mr. AIKEN. No; there was a regula-
tion issued and signed on the Tth of
June 1943, by the Defense Supplies Cor-
portion, by George A. Hill, Jr., executive
vice president,

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I was not
advised of that, I will say frankly.

Mr. AIKEN. I indicated a while ago
that I would probably support the Clark
amendment. However, if the Clark
amendment would in any way freeze the
roll-back and subsidy program, I would
not feel that I could vote for it.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I will say to
the Senator that if I believed that this
amendment authorized the roll-back
subsidy proposal, I myself would not vote
for the amendment. I am frank to say
that, in view of Mr. Jones’ letter, if I
still had confrol of my amendment, I
would strike out the proviso. Since the
yeas and nays have been ordered upon
my amendment, I would not be at liberty
to accept an amendment to it, but if I
were at liberty to do so I would vote for
an amendment to strike out the proviso.

Mr. AIKEN. I have in my hand the
regulation issued with regard to the roll-
back in the price of butter. It is dated
the Tth of June 1943, I have no doubt
that similar regulations have been issued
with relation to livestock and its prod-
ucts, and dated prior to the 15th of June,
I imagine such regulations have been
issued, although they have not yet come
to the notice of the public or of the grow-
ers. Therefore, I certainly do not want
to have any avenue of escape to freeze in
bad subsidies any more than I should
want to freeze out good subsidies.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. WHEELER. As I understand the
Senator, the meaning of the proviso is
simply that payments may be ‘made to
anyone who has already suffered——

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Who has
dealt in good faith; in other words, who
has changed his position in reliance upon
representations made to him by the Gov-
ernment. In the letter to which ref-
erence has been made, Mr, Jones has
merely taken the gross figures as to
those industries, and has tried to use
them as a form of propaganda in favor
of the so-called Taft-Bankhead amend-
ment. As I have said, I consider it to
ihfgan entirely indecent form of lobby-

Mr. WHEELER. As I understand the
gmendment of the Ssnator from Mis-
souri, it would not authorize payments
in the future to anyone for roll-backs,
but if roll-backs were authorized prior
to the time the measure is passed, then
the payments might be made.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. The Senator
is entirely correct. The only purpose
of the proviso in my amendment is to
prevent any suggestion being made that
we were changing the legal position of
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anyone who had dealt in good faith with
the Government., That is all we are
trying to do.

Mr. WHEELER. The only thing that
bothered me was that in view of the
statement of Mr. Jesse Jones it seemed
to me he might try to contend that be-
cause of a rule or regulation the officials
had a right to continue the roll-back.
But that is not the intention or purpose
behind the Senator’s amendment?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I agree with
the Senator that in view of Mr. Jones’
letter he would probably try to contend
anything, However, it certainly is not
the purpose of my amendment to legalize
anything which was hitherto illegal, but
merely to save the legal rights of anyone
who in good faith had been dealing with
the Government.

Mr, WHEELER. And put a stop to
the roll-back.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. And put a
stop to illegal practices.

Mr. WHEELER. And to the roll-back.
1 agree with the Senator that under sec-
tion 2 (e) no right exists to pay any
processor a roll-back. In their wildest
imagination I do not know how any offi-
cials could construe that section to mean
what they have contended it does mean.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I agree en-
tirely.

Mr. WHEELER. I do not believe that
any lawyer who had given it careful
study and consideration would say that
the act could be used as an authoriza-
tion to give a roll-back and a subsidy to
the packers of the country, or to any
other processor.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I agree en-
tirely.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri of
course has a right to his own opinion
with reference to the action of Mr. Jesse
Jones, but I wish to take strong excep-
tion to his use of the term “indecent
lobbying.” I sharply disagree with. the
opinion of the Senator from Missouri.
I not only believe that Mr. Jones, as head
of the R. F. C., was well within his rights
in communicating with any Senator or
Senators, but I think that if he had
information which he thought the Mem-
bers of the Senate should have which
would perhaps throw light on the sub-

“jeet now before the Senate, and had not

sent the information to the Senate, he
would have failed in his obligations and
would have been derelict in his duty.
If there is any man at the other end
of the avenue who has tried at all times
to cooperate with and be sympathetic
toward Congress and to understand the
problems facing Congress, as well as the
problems facing the individual Members
of Congress, and who has always tried
to work with Congress, it is Jesse Jones.
He frequently comes to the Senate. He
comes to the Capitol, and appears before
committees of Congress more than any
other Cabinet member. I really believe
that he comes here more than do all the
other Cabinet members combined.
Why? Because of his desire at all times
to work with Congress, and to furnish
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it with any information which he may
have which may be helpful to Congress,
and in order that he may at all times
know the will and the intent of Congress,
and try insofar as he can to carry out
the will and the intent of Congress.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. MURDOCE. I agree with every-
thing which the Senator has said with
reference to the Secretary of Commerce,
Certainly, in my opinion, any Cabinet
member, as the Senator has stated, who
has information pertaining to a legisla-
tive question pending here, should fur-
nish it to the Senate. The only criticism
I have—and I am not sure that I am
Justified in it without checking with my
office—is that I did not receive such a
letter. I have talked to two or three
other Senators who have said they did
not receive such a letter.

Mr. WAGNER. I did not either.

Mr. HILL. I will say to the Senator
that I, myself, did not receive one. Per~
haps it would have been better if Mr.
Jones had sent one to all Senators. But
be that as it may, he certainly should
not be criticized because he sent to some
Senator information which he thought
the Senate should have. On the other
hand, I think he should be commended
for sending the letter which he sent.

Mr. MURDOCE. If a Cabinet officer
has any information to which the Sen-
ate is entitled, then certainly every Sen-
ator is entitled to the same information,
If a Cabinet officer is furnishing infor-
mation, I think it should have general
distribution throughout the entire mem-
bership of the Senate, and not be fur-
nished merely to two or three or a half
a dozen Members of the Senate.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-~
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. -Mr,
President, I put in the Recorp the letter
to which reference has been made. I
had the clerk read the letter, and I
will state how I happened to receive it.
Yesterday I called up Mr. Jesse Jones,
former Senator Charles Henderson, and
Mr. Goodloe, and asked them some ques=
tions with reference to the Clark amend-
ment. I asked them to make a study of
it and determine to what extent, if any,
it would affect the payment of subsidies
for strategic minerals. At my request
they made a study of the amendment,
and also at my request they assisted me
in working out something which I hoped
would be satisfactory to, and a protec-
tion of, the mining industry in the West.
So the letter which was read by the
clerk at my request came to me pursuant
to the request which I have explained,

Mr. HILL. The Senator certainly took
no exception to the manner in which the
letter came.

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield at that point?

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. CLArRK] said he
did not request a letter, and I presume
the reason he got a letter was because
Mr. Jesse Jones wrote to me at my re-
quest and thought that as a matter of
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courtesy he should send a letter to some
of the other Senators who were con-
cerned with this particular amendment.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Oh, well, Mr.
President, if the Senator from Alabama
will yield; I do not wish to interrupt his
though

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Everybody
saw Jesse Jones sitting there on the
couch yesterday afternoon, all afternoon,
actively buttonholing Senators as they
came along and raising various kinds of
objections to the policy proposed in the
Senate at that time of repudiating the
roll-back. There is no secret about that.
Jesse is a large man; anybody can see
him with the naked eye; it is not neces-
sary to put on glasses to recognize him as
you pass by. So, as I saw him out there
buttonholing Senators, whispering in
their ears, I knew exactly what Jesse was
doing. I have seen Jesse operating fre-
quently upon his side of various contro-
versial propositions; but I saw him yes-
terday when he came here, and I know
what he was doirg when he sent this
letter.

Mr. HILL., Iam delighted at one thing,
and that is that the Senator from Mis-
souri says that Mr. Jesse Jones is a large
man, I think Mr, Jones is a large man
in many ways, and I hope that is what
the Senator had in mind when he used
the adjective “large.”” Mr. Jones was
here yesterday and had lunch in Colonel
Halsey’s office. There was a luncheon
there to which Mr. Jones and other gen-
tlemen were invited. Most of these who
were there had nothing whatever to do
with this bill, so far as I know; had no
interest in the bill and certainly there
was nothing said about the bill.

Mr, Jones, as I have said, often comes
to the Senate, no doubt to talk to Mem-
bers of the Senate, as he has a right to
do. He had a right to come here; he has
a right to come on the floor of the Senate
if he wants to do so; he has a right to
go to the offices of Members of the Senate
and talk to them there. Instead of con-
demning Jesse Jones for talking to Mem-

- bers, and for giving them what infor-

mation he may have, and giving them his
viewpoint, I want to say that I wish there
were more men in the Government with
the spirit and with the purpose of Jesse
Jones who would come to the Congress
more often and make themselves, their
views, and their information available to
the Congress, and that they would sit
down and counsel and consult with Mem-
bers of Congress, as Jesse Jones has done
ever since he has been in the Govern-
ment.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Presi-
denf, will the Senator yield there?

Mr. HILL, I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I want to
say that I am supporting the Clark
amendment, that Mr. Jesse Jones knows
that I am, and that he furnished me the
information that I asked him to furnish,
knowing that I was supporting the Clark
amendment and knowing that he could
not influence me in any way about it.
He tried to give me some information,
but I am still supporting the Clark

LXXXIX—408

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

amendment. I was interested in seeing
the Clark amendment fully protect the
mining industry.

Mr. McFARLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield? ¢

Mr, HILL. I yield.

Mr. McFARLAND. I wish to say to
the Senator that I agree with what he
has had to say in regard to Jesse Jones,
even though I did not receive one of the
letters and did not get in on the lunch.

Mr. HILL. I appreciate the Senator
joining in.

Mr. President, in these times we
hear much said about bureaus and bu-
reaucrats, and the basis of the complaint
against them is largely that the bureau-
crats, the heads of departments and
agencies at the other end of the Avenue,
do not show proper consideration to
Congress; that they do not advise and
consult with the Congress; that they
have too great a disposition to put their
own constructions on legislation enacted
by the Congress rather than the con-
structions and interpretations of the
Congress itself.

I wish to repeat what I said in the be-
ginning, that I sharply disagree with and
I challenge the statement of the Senator
from Missouri about Jesse Jones’ “inde-
cent lobbying.” I think he ought to be
commended for his attitude toward Con-
gress, for his cooperation, and for the
way at all times he seeks to give Congress
full information, to carry out the will
and intent of the Congress, and to work
in full accord and in mutual helpfulness
with the Congress.

Mr. O'DANIEL. Mr. President, I think
perhaps the letter which Mr, Jesse Jones
has sent to Senators is very timely be-
cause, as it seems to me, it has caused
discussion and debate which may throw
some light on the true meaning of the
provision in the amendment offered by
the Senator from Missouri about which
I spoke earlier today. That provision,
which is on page 2, reads as follows:

Provided, That nothing in this act shall
be construed to aflect in any manner the
rights or interests of any person who has
acted in goad faith in reliance upon any reg-
ulation or order issued prior to the date of
enactment of this act with respect to such
subsidy payments under the authority of such
section 2 (e), and to the extent necessary
to protect the rights or interests of any such
person in connection with transactions here-
tofore made or entered into such subsidy
payments may be made, E

The author of the amendment, the
Senator from Misscuri, has explained
that that provision is intended to pro-
tect the individuals and corporations
who have acted in good faith and are
entitled to some subsidy payments under
the directives or orders issued by the
executive department, There is a ques-
tion in the minds of some Senators as to
whether or not the present law permits
subsidy payments to be made, but it
appears to me—and I think the author
of the amendment recognizes the fact—
that this provision will legalize or au-
thorize the payment of roll-back subsi-
dies whether they are legal under exist-
ing law or not, provided those who claim
subsidy payments acted in good faith.
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Mr., CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr, O'DANIEL. I am glad to yield to
the Senator from Missouri.

Mr, CLARK of Missourl. I think the
Senator has erroneously stated the effect
of the proviso in the amendment. The
proviso does not authorize any payments
for anything. It simply provides that
nothing in the act shall be construed to
a.fgect in any way any claim anyone
might have. In other words, the amend-
ment does not give anybody a right of
action against the Government; it does
not assure anybody of any authority to
collect against the Government; it mere-
ly does not take away any right anyone
might be able to assert in court.

Mr. O'DANIEL. I thank the Senator
for that contribution, but, at the same
time, there are some people who believe
that the promises of subsidy payments
which have been made to meat packers
and creameries were not authorized by
law. Therefore, I think it is well tha
we understand whether or not this pro-
vision does legalize such promises or
authorize such payments.

The statement was made by the junior
Senator from Nebraska that some of the
meat packers, at least, had notified him
that they do not consider that any prom-
ises or authorizations have been made.

Mr. Jones now comes along with his
letter, and clarifies the atmosphere by
admitting and stating that the commit-
ments have been made for this roll-back
subsidy to the extent of $450,000,000. If
the Secretary of Commerce makes an ad-
mission that those commitments have
been made, I do not believe we will have
much difficulty in finding firms, corpora-
tions, and individuals engaged in busi-
ness who will readily admit that they
are entitled to those subsidies, and that
under the provisions of the law they have
entered into contracts with Mr. Jones,
or the O. P. A, or the R, F. C., or some
other Federal agency, which entitle them
to the payment of these subsidies.
Therefore there is reason for some folks
to believe that even if the present laws
do not authorize such subsidies this pro-
vision might validate commitments Mr.
Jones says have already been made.

I merely wanted to point this out be-
cause we are getting ready to vote on this
very important question, and some of the
Members of the Senate do not want to go
on record as approving subsidies in the
form of roll-backs to the processors to
reduce the retail prices of butter, meat,
and coffee. But in voting for the Clark
amendment, as modified, they may be
voting for that kind of subsidies to the
extent commitments have already been
made, but not to the extent of commit-
ments which may be made hereafter.

Mr. President, it appears to me that we
are discussing a subject which is very
strange indeed. The whole matter of
subsidies on these roll-backs is very
strange.

Mr. WHEELER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. WHEELER. I do not think there
can be any question about the intention
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of the author of the amendment, since
his explanation. I doubt that we should
question it, because then it may be said
that there is a question in the minds of
some Senators. I think we should take
the position that, in adopting this
proviso, Congress is not affording any
justification, under the language adopted,
for those interested so as to construe it
as meaning that they can continue these
roll-backs, and the payment of subsidies
on food products for that purpose. I
think we should take that stand, and
there should be no question about the
question of the subsidy.

Mr, O'DANIEL. I think the Senator’s
statement is absolutely correct, that the
Clark amendment would prohibit the
continuation of any commitments for
subsidies on this rollback. But is it
the opinion of the Senator from Mon-
tana that the provision which I have
just read will permit the payment of
subsidies on rollbacks which may be
claimed or may have already been made,
or as to which there have been com-

- mitments, according to the letter of Mr.
Jones?

Mr. WHEELER. I think that where
the administration has already made a
rollback, and people have suffered as a
result of it, to the extent one has suf-
fered as a result of the rollback and
has taken a loss, in good conscience we
should pay the subsidy to such person
for this interim period, but to that extent
only.

Mr. O'DANIEL. The Senator would
presume that this provision would au-
thorize the payment of those subsidies
which have been promised in good faith
on the rollback program, to the extent
of $450,000,000?

Mr. WHEELER. Not at all.

Mr. O'DANIEL. As specified by Mr. -

Jones, providing good faith confracts
can be produced?

Mr. WHEELER. No, because that
much money has not been paid. Mr.
Jones simply states in the letter, as 1
understand, that he has made commit-
ments to pay that amount in the future,
that he has not paid it, but that he has
made commitments to pay it in the fu-
ture, providing the rollback takes effect.
That is my understanding of the letter.

Mr. O'DANIEL. The Senator would
presume this would authorize the pay-
ment of everything for which he has
made commitments?

" Mr. WHEELER., Not at all. The
amendment would only permit the pay-
ment of a subsidy where the rollback
had already been made, and only up to
the date when the bill shall be enacted.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. Presidenf, as I
understand, the Clark amendment pro-
vides that the subsidy shall be paid for
the period of time for which the agree-
ment has been made.

Mr. WHEELER. I do not so under-
stand.

Mr. AIKEN. The amendment which
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. GILLETTE]
and I offered requires that the roll-backs
must cease whenever the bill is passed.

Mr, WHEELER. I do nof so under-
stand the situation, and I asked a specific
question along that line of the author
of the amendment just a few moments
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ago, and he said his intention was as I
have stated it, that that is all he intends.

When the farm bill was before us, and
some Senators questioned it, because of
its uncertainty, it was felt that their
opinion was probably correct, and the
suggestions made by the opponents of
the bill were followed, because of the
controversy on the floor of the Senate.

Mr, ATIKEN. I think the language is
quite plain, that any commitments which
have been signed prior to the date of the
enactment of the pending measure must
be carried out, regardless of how long
they are to run.

Mr. WHEELER. I do not so read the
language.

Mr. O'DANIEL. The latter part of the
provision, beginning in line 8, page 2,
reads as follows:

And to the extent necessary to protect
the rights or interest of any such person

in connection with transactions heretofore
made.

Mr. WHEELER. Very well, “hereto-
fore made”.

Mr, O'DANIEL. It continues “or en-
tered into such subsidy payments may
be made.”

The Secretary of Commerce claims the
commitments heretofore made amount
to $450,000,000.

Mr. WHEELER. He has made com-
mitments to that amount,

Mr, O'DANIEL. Itisa transaction, in
my opinion, if he has made a commit-
ment.

Mr, WHEELER. He has made a com-
mitment to pay them in the event the
roll-backs are put into effect. If we stop
the roll-backs, certainly he cannot go on
paying the money.

Mr. AIKEN. The question in my
mind is whether this language in the
Clark amendment does not autherize the
roll-back, if it has already been com-
mitted for.

Mr. WHEELER. If there is to be ques-
tion about it, we should eliminate it en-
tirely. What I was trying to do was to
get the Members of the Senate, instead
of quibbling over it, to say that in our
opinion this means only that they could
pay money where a person had actually
made a roll-back, and only from the time
he made the roll-back order, or commit-
ment, up to the time of the passage of
the bill. If that were the sentiment of
the Senate, that would have to be fol-
lowed, and the courts would follow the
views and opinions of the Senate. But if
there is disagreement as to the meaning
among Senators, expressed on the floor,
it is left open so that anyone can say,
“Well, there was a disagreement as to
the meaning of it, and we will adopt this
meaning, because there was this disa-
greement."”

Mr. O'DANIEL., There seems to be
much disagreement as to the exact
meaning of the proposed Clark amend-
ment. My understanding, after listen-
ing to all the arguments, is that if this
provision authorizes and legalizes the
payment of subsidies on the roll-back
program -to any extent whatever, it
would authorize those payments to the
extent of the commitments which Mr.
Jones claims have already been made,
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that is, $450,000,000. I may be wrong,
but that is my understanding of the
authorization provided in the provision
on page 2, beginning in line 2. Possibly
Mr. Jones sent the letter in order to make
it definite that there are outstanding
commitments to that amount, and that
this authorizes payments to the extent
of $450,000,000..

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I do not
think the Senator’s fear is justified, be-
cause it seems to me the amendment af-
fects only the rights and interest of a
person who has acted in good faith and
in reliance upon the regulations. No one
can be so acting in good faith and in
reliance, except as to the things he has
done before the passage of the bill. I do
not see how it could extend beyond a
month's obligations. I do not think the
Senator’s fear is justified that it would
authorize the payment of the whole
$450,000,000.

Mr. O'DANIEL. There is no doubt in
my mind that the commitment made by
Jesse Jones was made in good faith, and
that he considers it to be a just and hon-
est commitment.

Mr. TAFT. But no person has been
able to act in any way upon it so as to
give him any claim to a whole year’s sub-
sidy. He may be entitled to a subsidy for
the moment, for a few weeks or so.

Mr. O'DANIEL. I should say that if
any firms or individuals are honestly able
to make the statement that in good faith
they had carried out transactions based
on commitments made by Mr. Jones, and
they are able to show combined losses to
the extent of $450,000,000, this provision
would authorize the payment of $450,000,-
000 to them, because good faith would be
shown on the part of both parties to the
contract.

Mr, SMITH. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'DANIEL, I yield.

Mr. SMITH. I believe the suggestion
made by the Senator from Ohio would
furnish the solution to the guestion the
Senator from Texas is discussing, that
with respect to. commitments entered
into in good faith claims may be pre-
sented to the Claims Committee, which
could investigate the claims and report
on them. Let us cut out any such provi-
sion from the measure now.

Mr. ODANIEL. Mr. President, I think
the statement made by the Senator from
South Caroling is a correct one. If any
commitments have been made in good
faith, even though the provision for
roll-back subsidy may be eliminated from
the proposed amendment, such cases can
be carried to the courts of the land, and
proper adjudication on the cases had in
the courts, and the claims satisfied there.

Mr. President, I wish to say something
else with respect to the whole subject of
roll-back and subsidies. It seems to be
a strange subject that we are discussing
here in the Senate of the United States.
To me it seems strange that there should
be a meat shortage all over the country,
when we have so large a surplus of cat-
tle in the United States.at the present
time. I thought it might be well to call
the Senate’s attention to statements
made by two men who perhaps are as
familiar with the cattle and meat situa-
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tion as any two other individuals in the

United States. One of them is Mr. Joe
G. Montague, who is the legislative coun-
sel for the Texas.and Southwestern Cattle
Raisers’ Association. That association
has a large membership. Its members
are entirely familiar with the cattle situ-
ation in the United States. The other
gentleman to whom I shall refer is Mr.
Bob Kleberg, one of the owners of the
King Ranch, the largest cattle ranch in
the United States, I presume. The state-
ments made by these two gentlemen are
quoted in the New York Herald-Tribune
of June 23. I wish to take time to read
the article, because I think it is very en-
lightening. It is as follows:

Texaws ReporT HEeRDS oF BEEF TIED TO
RangES BY OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION
CURES

There is more than enough beef roaming
the prairies to meet the Nation's require-
ments, but Government restrictions have
kept producers and processors from getting
it “off the hoof and onto the hook,” two
leading Texas representatives of the cattle
industry sald here yesterday.

If the Goyernment would lift restrictions
on quotas and abandon the subsidy plan,
the industry could be restored to normal,
in the opinion of Joe G. Montague, of Fort
‘Worth, counsel for the Texas and South-
western Cattle Raisers’ Assoclation, and Rob-
ert J. Eleberg, Jr., president and manager
of the world-famous King Ranch, at Kings-
vyille, Tex.,, and a director of the associa-
tion. They discussed the problem in an
Interview at the Hotel Ambassador, Park
Avenue and Fifty-first Street.

“From Government estimates,” Mr. Mon-
tague sald: “wé know we will have, by Janu-
ary 1, 1944, a surplus of 15,400,000 head of
cattle, This represents a surplus in pound-
age of 7,700,000,000 pounds. If we slaugh-
tered one-half, or 3,850,000,000 of the surplus,
we would produce out of this one-half of
the surplus enough to feed 74,000,000 people
in addition to supplying our armed forces
and our civilian population with their nor-
mal supply of beef, and these additional
people would be supplied as bountifully
as are our own fighters and civillans.

“Thus we can, without hurting ourselves,
actually supply normal gquantities of beef
for over 200,000,000 pecple—Americans, plus
'74,000,000. In fact, the use of this surplus
would be a genuine service since it would
relieve our ranges and our feed lots of &
gevere strain on their resources.”

Mr. Montague eaid that all elements of
the packing industry at a joint meeting in
Chicago on April 2 and 3 formulated a plan
to solve the wartime meat problems.

“The plan is simple,” he continued. “It
cails for recognition of the fundamental law
of supply and demand, The supply is known,

or at least easily determinable, by observa--

tion of the slaughter records. The demand
has threc factors—the armed forces’ needs,
the civilian needs, and the lend-lease require-
ments. All other factors must yield to the
proper mnecessity to meet the reasonable
requirements of the armed forces.

“The clvillan needs are controlled by ra-
tioning, with the point value being fixed
but not invariable. The lend-lease demands
would be very flexible, being coordinated with
the actual slaughtering. Any surplus slaugh-
tering, that is, sny surplus above require=
ments for the armed forces and lend-lease,
would be absorbed by adjustment of clvilian
ration points.”

This plan, said Mr. Montague, was endorsed
by Prentiss Brown, Director of the Office of
Price Administration; Chester Davis, Direc-
tor of the War Food Administration; and
Maj. Gen. E. B. Gregory, Quartermaster Gen-
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eral of the United States, and it was an-
nounced that the plan would be put into
effect.

“Following the endorsement of the plan by
these officlals,” Mr. Montague said, “the Gov=
ernment has attempted to put it into opera-
tion. The Meat Board has been set up, op=
erating in Chicago, with all essential details
of the plan adopted, but, unfortunately and
in spite of opposition from the entire indus-
try and from the Office of Food Administra-
tion, the roll-back and subsidy plan has been
hung on the nmeck of the plan and it is
seriously feared that such an impediment
may cause the failure of the entire plan.
Certainly it can and will do no good, and
only added confusion will result.”

Mr. Montague and Mr. Kleberg agreed that
the saving to the consumer under the sub-
sidy program would be “microscopic” and
added that the program would add Increased
millions of dollars in taxes on the consumers.

PUTS BLAME ON THE OFFICE OF PRICE
ADMINISTRATION

*“The anomalous situation of a large sur-
plus of cattle for the consuming publie did
not exist before the efforts of the Office of
Price Administration to control the indus-
try,” Mr. Montague asserted.

He added that the cattle Industry is a
sensitive one and that its confidence in the
Government’s efforts has been shaken.

“Production has certainly more than met
expectations,” he said. “It is in the control
of the demand that the horrible mistake has
been made. A great many more cattle should
be coming to the market than are arriving.
The reason for this is that the producers are
literally so confused they do not know what
to do.”

Mr. Montague charged that “not one” rep-
resentative of the cattle industry has been
called in by the Government for consulta-
tion in outlining the meat program.

Mr. Kleberg said that everything the Gov-
ernment has done to regulate meat produc-
tion has been restrictive.

“It has done nothing to ald production or
distribution,” he sald. He added that prior
to interference by the Office of Price Admin-
istration, there had been no beef problem in
this country.

“If America is to have muscle and brawn,”
said Mr. Kleberg, “it must have beef.” Lack
of beef, he believes, is bad for the Nation’s
morale. |

Looking to the future, Mr. Kleberg com-
mented that if the currently overstocked cat-
tle ranges should suffer a drought, or a post-
war depression, the Nation’s cattlemen will
be ruined, with a consequent economic blow
to the entire Nation.

Mr. Montague has compiled figures for his
assoclation showing that the Nation's live-
stock has increased from 59,000,000 head in
1929 to an estimated 82,500,000 head by Jan-
uary 1944. In 1934, when the cattle popula-
tion had reached 74,000,000 head, he pointed
out, the Government stepped in and through
purchase and subeidy had 8,000,000 head
killed.

To prevent a similar necessity, said Mr.
Montague, the present excess numbers
should be reduced during the next few years,
s0 that at the end of the war emergency the
ranges and farms will not be overstocked.

Mr. Kleberg commented that the meat
shortage among consumers is as severe in the
center of the great Southwest producing
centers as it is in the East.

Mr, President, it appears to me that
it would be wise to pay some atten-
tion to the statements of men who know
something about the cattle business
and the meat business. I have just
read to the Senate some statements
made by two such men. Now we &are
faced with the situation of having the
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meat markets short of meat. People are
unable to buy the meat they need; yet we
have a large surplus of live cattle. In
addition, we are short of protein feeds
and feed of all kinds, Yet, by rulings of
the O. P. A, in setting up market quotas
so that the cattle cannot be sold when
they are ready for the market, those
cattle are forced to be kept in the feed
lots or on the range eating up feed needed
for other purposes, and adding nothing
to the weight or value of the cattle, be-
cause they were already finished when
they were originally ready to go to the
market. So we have, on the one hand, a
beef shortage in this Nation, and on the
other hand a surplus of cattle that are
eating up the needed feed. According
to the gentleman to whom I have re-
ferred, the whole situation has been
caused by the rulings of the O. P. A.

Last night I was interested in listen-
ing to the radio program, March of Time,
in which Mr. Montague took part. He
restated the figures I have just men-
tioned, and stated other figures, to show
how ridiculous is the situation in which
the United States finds itself—our pesople
starving for meat in the midst of an over=
abundance of cattle. In concluding, he
called attention to the fact that on the
cattle ranges in Texas and the West there
used to be a certain kind of weed which,
when eaten by cattle, caused them to
become “loco,” so that they ran around
in circles, did not know what they were
doing, and lost control of themselves.
We called that weed the loco weed. At
present that weed is almost extinct, if not
entirely extinet, in Texas, but Mr. Mon-
tague expressed the opinion that possibly
the weed had been transplanted and was
now blooming in great profusion here pn
the banks of the Potomac. If so, pos~
sibly some of our Washington czars and
bureaucrats may have eaten some of this
loco weed, thus causing such tremendous
confusion in the various governmental
bureaus and agencies, more particularly
in the O. P. A, which is setting up rules
causing confusion throughout the entire
United States and depriving the people of
a sufficient amount of one of their best
foods, meat, when there is an enormous
surplus of cattle on the ranges in Texas
and the West. -

Therefore, Mr. President, it seems very
strange that this dignified body of intel-
ligent persons, the Senate of the United
States, should be discussing and debat-
ing roll-back subsidies as a solution to
our meat and food problem, when all we
would have to do to solve the whole food
problém would be to abolish the O. P. A,,
and perhaps some other Washington
czars and bureaucrats who are doing so
much to retard production and com-
pletely disorganize distribution.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, Megill, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
agreed to the report of the committee of
conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of
the House to the bill (8. 495) to establish
a Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps for
service in the Army of the United States.
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The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendments
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 2536) to
amend the act entitled “An act to provide
for the promotion of vocational rehabili-
tation of persons disabled in industry or
otherwise and their return to civil em-
ployment,"” approved June 2, 1920, as
amended, and for other purposes; agreed
to the conference asked by the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon, and that Mr. BARDEN, Mr. HART,
Mr. Lesinsgi, Mr. DonbeEro, and Mr.
CHENOWETH were appointed managers
on the part of the House at the confer-
ence,

The message further announced that
the House further insisted upon its dis-
agreement to the amendment of the
Seznate to the amendment of the House
to the amendment of the Senate num-
bered 5 to the bill (H. R. 2714) making
appropriations to supply urgent deficien-
cies in certain appropriations for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1943, and for
prior fiscal years, and for other pur-
poses; that the House further insisted
upon its disagreement to the  amend-
ments of the Senate numbered 60 and
61 to the bill; asked a further confer-
ence with the Senate on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
that Mr. Canvow of Missouri, Mr. Woop-
rRoM, Mr. Luprow, Mr. SNYDER, MTr.
O’NeaL, Mr. Rapaur, Mr. JounsoN of
Oklahoma, Mr. TaBer, Mr. WIGGLES-
WORTH, Mr. LAMBERTSON, and Mr. DITTER
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the further conference,

The message also announced that the
House had passed the following bills, in
which it requested the concurrence of
the Senate:

H.R.2836. An act to grant increases In
compensation to substitute employees in the
Postal Service, and for other purposes;

H.R.2888. An act relating to the applica-
tlon of the excess-profits tax to certain pro-
duction bonus payments; and

H.R.3030. An act making appropriations
to supply deficiencies in certain appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943,
and for prior fiscal years, to provide supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1944, and for other purposes.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED

The following bills were severally read
twice by their titles and referred, as in-
dicated:

H.R.2836. An act to grant Increases In
compensation to substitute employecs in the
Postal Service, and for other purposes; to the
Corhmittee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

H.R.2888. An act relating to the appli-
catlon of the excess-profits tax to certain pro-
duction bonus payments;, to the Committee
on Finance.

H.R.3030. An act making appropriations
fo supply deficiencies in certain appropria-
tlons for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1943, and for prior fiscal years, to provide
supplemental appropriations for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1944, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Appropria-
tions,

URGENT DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATIONS

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. JoHN~
soN of Colorado in the chair) laid before
the Senate a message from the House of
Representatives further insisting upon
i%s disagreement to the amendment o.f
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the Senate to the amendment of the
House to the amendment of the Senate
numbered 5 and the amendments of the
Senate numbered 60 and 61 to the bhill
(H. R. 2714) making appropriations to
supply urgent deficiencies in certain ap-
propriations for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1943, and for prior fiscal years,
and for other purposes, and requesting
a further conference with the Senate on
the disagreeing votes of the two Houses
thereon.

Mr. McEKELLAR. Mr. President, I
move that the Senate still further insist
on its amendments numbered 5, 60, and
61 to the hill; agree to the further con-

ference requested by the House, and that

the Chair appoint the conferess on the
part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. McKEeL-
LAR, Mr. Grass, Mr. HAYDEN, Mr. TYDINGS,
Mr. Russerr, Mr. Ny, and Mr. LobGe
conferees on the part of the Senate at
the further conference.

CONTINUATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 1108) to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase its bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the an-
nual appraisal of its assets, and to pro-
vide for an audit by the General Ac-
counting Office of the financial fransac-
tions of the Corporation, and for other
purposes,

Mr. O'MAHONEY obtained the fioor.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? I desire to speak for
only a minute.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. ATKEN. I wish to read to the
Senate a telegram I received yesterday
after I had concluded my remarks. It is
from several of the leaders of farm or-
ganizations, and reads as follows:

WasHINGTON, D. C., June 24, 1943.
Senator GeEorGE F. AIRKEN,
Washington, D. C.

‘We have examined the Taft amendment to
8. 1108. We do not favor this amendment
and respectfully urge its defeat. We have
also examined the Cillette-Alken substitute
and respectfully urge its passage.

Edward A. O'Neal, president, American
Farm Bureau Federation; Fred
Brenckman, Washington repre-
sentative, National Grange; John
Brandt, president, National Coop-
erative Milk Producers Federa-
tion; Charles W. Holman, secre=-
tary National Cooperative Milk
Producers Federation; Ezra T.
Benzon, executive secretary, Na-
tional Council of Farmer Cooper-
atives; P. O. Wilson, cochairman,
Livestock and Meat Council;
Byron Wilson, chairman, legisla-
tive committee, National Wool
Growers Assoclation; Clark Brody,
executive secretary, Michigan Farm
Bureau; Earl Smith, president,
Illinois Agricultural Association;
F. E. Mollin, secretary, American
Natlonal Livestock Associatlon.

Mr. President, I thank the Senator
from Wyoming for yielding to me.

Mr. O'MAHONEY., Mr. President, I
am about to speak on the question
which is before the Senate. I quite agree
with what the Senator from Georgia
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said upon the floor or in private conver-
sation the other day, that this problem
is by all odds the most important one
before the Senate, before the Congress,
and before the country.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield in order that I may
suggest the absence of a quorum?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iam happy to yield
for that purpose.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Hatch Reed
Andrews Hawkes Revercomb
Ball Hayden Reynolds
Bankhead Hill Robertson
Bilbo Holman Russell

Bone Johnson, Colo. Scrugham
Brewster Kilgore Shipstead
Bridges La Follette Smith

Brooks Langer Stewart

Buck Lodge Taft

Burton MceCarran Thomas, Idaho
Butler McClellan Thomas, Okla.
Byrd McFarland Thomas, Utah
Capper McKellar Tobey
Caraway McNary Truman
Chavez Maloney Tunnell
Clark, Mo. Maybank Tydings
Connally Mead Vandenberg
Davis Millikin Van Nuys
Downey Moore ‘Wagner
Eastland Murdock Wallgren
Ellender Murray Walsh
Ferguson Nye Wheeler
George O'Daniel Wherry

Gerry O'Mahoney White

Green Overton Wiley

Guffey Pepper ‘Willis

Gurney Radcliffe Wilson

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty-
four Senators have answered to their
names. A quorum is present.

BILL IMPORTANT ON HOME FRONT

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, the
issue which is presented by the various
amendments which have been reported
from the Banking and Currency Com-
mittee or which have been offered by
various Senators——

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for the purpose
of suggesting the absence of a quorum?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. A quorum call has
just been made.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Is there a quorum
present?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Senators have
answered to their names and then leit
the Chamber to attend committee meet-
ings, Itisonly appropriate that I should
say that the Members of the Appropria-
tions Committee, for example, are now
holding subcommittee meetings, confer-
ence meetings, and hearings, and are
marking up various bills which are to be
passed by the 30th of June. I was my-
self participating in the conference on
the District of Columbia appropriation
bill all morning, and was unable to be
in the Chamber when the discussion be-
gan today. I can understand the an-
sence of Senators from the Chamber.
Their absence only emphasizes the im-
portance of the subject matter of this
bill and of the various amendments,
which involve the whole capacity of
America to wage this war upon the home
front.

In the Appropriations Committee,
which was considering the War Depart-
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ment bill day before yesterday, we heard
the testimony of General Arnold, the
‘head of the Air Force. Members of that
committee were naturally asking him
about the feals and the sufferings of the
young men who constitute the Air Force,
and who are carrying on the war over the
Axis countries, I think it may be appro-
priate to recite here one story which he
told.

Senators will remember that American
Flying Fortresses made an attack upon
the German base at Kiel, and that 24
American bombers failed to return from
that engagement. Every Flying Fortress
had a crew of 9 members, and each
Flying Fortress, without regard to the
armament or the radio installation, cost
the people of this country more than
$385,000. Twenty-four of them, with
their crews of 9 men each, failed to re-
turn to their base. Fortunately the
failure of a plane to return to its base
does not necessarily mean the loss of
the lives of all the crew. It was in an-
swer to questions with respect to that
feature that General Arnold told the
incident which I am about to repeat.

One of those planes was seen to be
hit, and its engines were seen to catch
on fire. It was falling, out of control,
and seven of the crew of nine jumped
with their parachutes, and were gradu-
ally coming down to earth. General
Arnold stated that so far as the Ger-
mans are concerned, we know that
fliers who jump by parachute are in no
danger of being shot from the air,
although the Japanese do shoot airmen
who bail out. However, two of the crew
did not bail out. They were gunners,
one of them in the tail of the ship and
the other in the nose. They stayed in
the ship, sinking as it was to destruction
in flames, and operated their guns all the
way down.

Their companions in other planes who
saw that those men were giving their
lives when they might have jumped,
destroyed in that action no less than
seven Garman fighters,

TUNITY DEMANDS WE FORGET GROUP INTERESTS

Mr. President, with those stories com-
ing to us from the millions of boys who
are waging this war, here on the home
front we find labor wondering about how
much it is going to receive, we find farm-
ers wondering how much they are going
to receive, and we find businessmen
begging the Congress to change the law
so that they will receive more, In all the
confusion upon the home front there is
this lack of understanding of the terrible
crisis in which this Nation and democ-
racy are involved.

Ah, Mr. President, it seems to me that
the time has come for us to forget our
group interests, whatever they may be,
and to think of those boys who are giv-
ing their lives to save the fundamentals
of freedom and of democracy. Let us
stop thinking about what someone is fak-
ing away from us, and let us make a
constructive effort to achieve unity upon
the home front.

PEOPLE "ENOW WAR MUST BE WON

Mr. President, I know that the people
of America are ready for that unity, It
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would not be possible for the citizens of
America to respond as they have re-
sponded to the appeal to buy bonds; it
would not be possible for the tax bills to
be received with such apparent acqui-
escence in every community and in every
State, if the people of America did not
understand that there is a war to be
fought, and war to be won.

I sympathize completely with every-
thing which has been said on behalf of
agriculture, I sympathize with the posi-
tion of labor, I sympathize with the posi-
tion of businessmen because I know that
in 90 percent of all these cases the hearts
and minds of all our citizens, whether
they belong to labor, capital, or the
farmer, are sound. What we lack is a
comprehensive, all-embracing leader-
ship, and a willingness to cooperate one
with another here in the Government.

RESENTS EFFORTS TO BYPASS CONGRESS

I understand completely, and I have
expressed myself over and over again,
the dissatisfaction which Members of
Congress feel because of the fact that
the executive arm of the Government
has on numerous occasions indicated its
intention to bypass the Congress, to dis-
regard Congress, to act without regard
to the letter of the law, and to explain
away some of the expansions and exten-
sions of power which have been made.
That is all true, Mr. President, but, on
the other hand, knowing as I do the per-
sonnel of most of the executive agencies,
I realize that 90 percent of the people in
the bureaus want to do the right thing.

I have charged, and I do not withdraw
the charge, that there have been men
in the executive bureaus, such as the
0. P. A, and the W. P. B., who have de-
liberately wanted to change our form of
government, and who sought to use the
war powers to bring about that objective.
I know that there have been persons in
various bureaus who have believed that
the time has come when little business
can be liquidated, when individual enter-
prise can be liquidated, and all those
things accomplished. But this I know,
as far as the O. P. A. is concerned, when
our former colleague, Mr. Prentiss Brown,
assumed his duties as the Administrator
of that agency, he began immediately a
good-faith effort so to administer it that
it would be in accord and in harmony
with the law and with the will of Con-
gress. He has shown a disposition to co-
operate with Congress and to discover
from Congress the legislative intent. In
this very matter he has come before the
Committee on Banking and Currency,
and has cooperated with the members of
the committee in an effort to work out
a satisfactory solution of the problems in-
volved. I do not believe that the solu-
tion which has been brought upon the
floor is a satisfactory one, but I wish to
recognize the essential ability and good
faith of former Senator Brown, and those
who are following his directions in the
0. P. A

I wish to compliment the Senator from
Ohio [Mr. Tarr] for the broad-minded
and constructive manner in which he has
approached this problem. It would have
been easdy for one in his position to have
laid aside the serious issue and to have
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thought in terms purely of partisan poli-
tics. It would have been easy for him
to have denounced the whole subsidy pro-
gram as though it were a thing to which
we had never given our consent, as some
have done. I wish to compliment the
Senator from Ohio on the statesmanlike
attitude which he has assumed.

Likewise, I may say as much for the
Senator from Alabama who, I know, has
been laboring in an effort to work out
a solution of this matter.

I know that the distinguished Senator
from Missouri [Mr. Crarx], whose
amendment is now the pending business,
has been actuated by the noble motive of
restoring the power of Congress, the
elected representatives of the people, in
this great crisis. I am for all of them.

BILL FAILS TO SOLVE PROBLEM
Unfortunately, Mr. President, the sug=

. gestions which have been made here do

not go to the heart of the problem. If
we pass the pending bill with any of the
amendments which have been proposed
we shall still have failed to solve the
problem which is presented to us. It is -
not sufficient to say there shall be no
subsidies, and then, when we find that
that broad declaration rules out subsi-
dies for which we have asked, vote to
make modifications so as to preserve the
subsidies which we want, while denounc=
ing the subsidies which we do not want.
Now, Mr, President, I desire to assert cer=
tain principles which I think ought to
be contained in this bill and which, if
they are not contained in the bill, will
prevent a constructive solution of the
tremendous problem which confronts us.
MUST MAINTAIN AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTION

The first principle to be laid down is
that we must maintain agricultural pro-
duction. We cannot afford to permit the
production of agricultural commodities
to be impeded, to be delayed, or to be
suppressed; but the fact remains, Mr.
President, that under the policies which
we have been following up to this time
obstacles have been raised to agricul-
tural production. If this condition is
not corrected the country will be unable
to do the job it has assumed to do in the
production of food not only for our
armed forces and for our civilian popu=
lation but for lend-lease and now, under
Governor Lehman, for the relief of the
stricken people of Axis-occupied coun=
tries.

How absurd it has been, Mr. President,
for us for more than a year to have fol-
lowed a policy which overlooked all
these objectives ‘and which was con=
cerned only with the purpose of keep-
ing down the cost of living so far as
foodstuffs are concerned for the con-
sumer at the home table. It is only nec-
essary to point out that the consumers
at home have supported the black mar-
ket. If they have sufficient money to
support the black market then certainly
they have sufficient money to support
agricultural production upon a basis
which will make it possible to produce
what the Nation needs if it is to deliver
on the commitments it has made to
civilization,

I read in the newspapers that Mem-
bers of Congress are now thinking of
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forming a consumers’ bloc, which will
be devoted to keeping down the cost of
foodstuffs, no matter what may happen
to the quantity of food the Nation needs
to have in order to distribute it. We
cannot permit ourselves to be driven into
positions because the consuming masses
in the large cities do not understand
the problem; nor should we be driven
to adopt any policy because telegrams
pour in here from agricultural regions
asking us to do this or that.

A few days ago, before the amendment
offered by the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Aiken] and the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GirLerTE] had even been presented
at the desk of the Senate, telegrams from
various areas were already on their way
to my office asking me tg support the
Aiken-Gillette amendment, in fact, tell-
ing me I must support it. I knew that
the authors of those telegrams had not
the remotest knowledge of what was in-
that amendment. Not only did they not
know, but Members of the Senate, Mem-
_ bers of the other House, and even mem-

bers of the Senate Banking and Cur-
rency Committee, struggling with this
problem, did not know what it was.
Yet we received these telegrams.

The same thing is true with respect to
labor. Communications were received by
members of this body with respect to the
so-called Connally bill, demanding this
or demanding that, from persons who
we knew did not understand the first
thing about the contents of that measure.

Obviously, if we are to legislate under
the whip of pressure groups, we shall not
be exercising the constitutional power
and responsibility which belong to us and
which we ought to exercise under the
oath which we took when we became
Members of this bedy.

So I say the first principle is agricul-
tural production. Let us do what may be
necessaly to maintain it. If we are to
do that—and certainly everybody will
agree that it must be done—then, ob-
viously, the second principle which Lwish
to emphasize comes into play, and that
is that there shall be no roll-back upon
the producer of agricultural products, for
it is the roll-back or the fear of the roll-
back that destroys the capacity of the
farmer and the rancher to preduce.

1t is perfectly appropriate to point out
here that in January 1942, almost a year
and a half ago, when the emergency price
control bill was under consideration on

“ the floor of the Senate the Members of
the Senate, by an overwhelming vote,
approved an amendment the purpose of
which was to tie agricultural wages and
industrial wages together so that agricul-
ture and industry could move together.
The Senate felt that it was a wise thing
to do, but the amendment was thrown
out in conference. Everything else that
was in controversy between the two
Houses was yielded save only that; every-
thing else was yielded so that that
amendment might be defeated.

Mr. PEFPPER. ~Mr. President, will the
Benator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY, 1 yield to the Sen-
ator from Florida.

Mr. PEPPER. When the able Senator

- says there should be no roll-back upon
the producer, does the able Senator mean

that the producer shall not have the sale
price substantially depleted so that he
will get less than he should get for what
he produces, or does he mean that the
roll-back should not be applied to the
producer and a subsidy given to the pro-
ducer to compensate for the roll-back, so
that the roll-back would simply be a part
of the technique of keeping down the
excessive prices of commodities?

Mr. OMAHONEY. My purpose—and
I am going to offer language which I
think will carry out the principles I am
laying down—is to make a reassertion of
the legislative judgment of Congress and
the President that the prices for agri-
cultural products should be those as de-
fined in the act of October 2, 1942, and
that if it be necessary to pay subsidies
to maintain those prices in order to
maintain production, subsidies shall be
paid, but under the supervision and after
the approval of Congress in the ordinary
exercise of its legislative functions.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly.

Mr. PEPPER. What does the able
Senator mean by under the scrutiny of
Congress?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I said in the
normal process of legislative action,

Mr. PEPPER. That is what we are
engaged upon now.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes. This is a
difficult problem, a very complex one,
and when I have finished stating the
principles upon which I have acted; then
I shall be glad to read fo him the lan-
guage which I think will carry out those
principles and which I think will be quite
satisfactory to the Senator from Florida.
If he will bear with me, I think at that
time I shall be able to satisfy him.,

MUST NOT DESTEOY PRODUCER

Mr. President, we must so administer
these prices that there shall not be a
roll-back on the producer which will
destroy his capacity to produce. I do
not complain at the policy which the
Congress has already adopted of making
war against inflation by keeping prices
down; I approve that. What I am
pointing out is that from that- day in
January 1942 when the Emergency Price
Control Act was approved, without the
amendment tying farm wages and in-
dustrial wages together, there was a con-
stant depletion of farm labor and other
labor as a direct result, and a constant
increase in the cost of living. Congress
had given the Office of Price Adminis-
tration practically every power it sought,
but in spite of that grant, the cost of
living continued to rise, because officials
in the O. P. A. were confronted with the
conundrum of how they could reduce
prices without killing production.

Mr. PEPPER. If the able Senator will
vield for one other question, I shall not
interrupt him further.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am always glad
to be interrupted.

Mr, PEPPER. The Senator does not
mean to say that the O. P. A. had to go
to Congress almost begging on its knees
to give it the power of subsidy, and the
funds, ever since the price-control law
has been before the Congress, does he?
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, no, but I will
say to the Senator that when the O. P. A,
sent its request here for the power to
subsidize, it asked for that power in a
manner which was certain to bypass
the Congress, in a manner which would
have transferred the power of the purse
ifrom the elected representatives of the
people to appointees who were selected
without regard to the will of Congress,
without regard to the confirmatory
power of the Senate.

Mr. PEPPER. Will the Senator yield
for a final question?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly.

Mr. PEPPER. Does the Senator en-
vision the possibility that the Congress
can determine, in the legislative process
to which we are accustomed, what should
be the amount of subsidy paid to all the
various individual producers?

Mr. O'MAHONEY., Certainly, in the
manner in which it is attempted to be
done in the amendment offered by the
Senator from Alabama. He asks for a
Iump sum, and he asks the approval of
Congress, and that amendment under-
takes to approve it. i

I would say that that is an example
which should be followed, and that it is
perfectly possible for the executive
branch of the Government, through the
Bureau of the Budget, to send to the
Congress in the ordinary way an esti-
mate and a break-down of the expendi-
tures needed for this purpese, and then
Congress can approve it, and if it is
done, then it will be the action of the
legislative and the executive branches
of the Government, instead, as it is now,
and as it has been, and as it was pro-
posed in the bill which the O. P. A,
asked last February or March, of the
arbitrary decision of appointive executive
officers. 2

Mr. PEPPER. The able Senator then
merely means that there will be an over-
all limit placed by the Congress upon the
amount available for such subsidies?

Mr, O'MAHONEY., If the Senator
were a member of the Committee on Ap-
propriations, he would know that every
bill which comes from that committee
contains, as to a thousand or two or
three thousand items, a lump-sum ap-
propriation for such and such purposes,
and in the Budget there is a specific
table setting forth the persons to be em-
ployed, the salaries they are to be paid,
the amount for telephones, the amount
for telegraph, the amount for clerks, the
amount for every item of expenditure.
That can be done,

Mr. PEPPER. But if the cost of pro-
duction can change from time to time
due to change in the cost of labor or to
change in the cost of ingredients which
enter into the cost of production, obvi-
ously the executive agency will have to
have authority to graduate the amount
of the subsidy according to circum-
stances.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Idonotdeny that,

Mr. PEPPER. That is all I meant to
suggest to the able Senator, that es-
sentially it Is inescapable that the dis-
cretion about the awarding of the sub-
sidy, and the amount of it in the par-
ticular case, would have to rest in the
executive agency.
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Mr. O'MAHONEY., Again I say to
the Senator that I am now merely dis-
cussing the fundamental principle.  The
Senator inquires about the details. I
shall come to the details presently. But
I should like to make clear what in my
mind at least appears to be the impor-
tant aspect of this problem. I think
that if we once get those aspects clear
in our minds, we shall be able to apply
a solution,

The first principle is the stimulation
of agricultural production.

The second is a determination that
there shall not be a roll-back upon the
producer, because obviously unless we
preserve the producers from such a roll-
back, he cannot produce, and we shall
not have the food necessary to supply
the tremendous needs we have assumed;

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. In my opinion, the
Senator is rendering a public service by
addressing the Senate in the way he is
addressing it. Under the pending bill we
have this problem: A roll-back was in-
voked, I think it is now generally con-
ceded before the Senate that it was done
illegally and without any basis of law.
Immediately when that roll-back was put
info effect the prices of cattle and hogs
coming into the packing houses dropped.
It was said that the packers refused to
pay the prevailing prices because the
roll-back had reduced the prices to the
consumers,

In the pending bill there is a provision
for the payment of a subsidy to the
processor. The legal basis of the bill is,
as I understand the Attorney General’s
opinion, the fact that the packer is a
producer, though he has always been re-
garded as a processor.

If the bill should be enacted, there
could be no loss sustained by the packer
because he protected himself by paying
8 lower price in order to escape a loss.
The question is, If the bill shall be enact-

. ed—and I am addressing this question to
the Senator from Wyoming because he
has always shown a very profound un-
derstanding of the agricultural producer
and has always been strong in his de-
fense—— =

Mr, O'MAHONEY. I thank the Sena-
tor for that observation.

Mr, SHIPSTEAD. If the bill shall be
enacted and money shall be provided for
a subsidy, how can the roll-back reach
the producer of cattle and hogs who lost
on the market aiter the roll-back was
invoked?

PRESENT SUESIDY PROGRAM INEFFICIENT

Mr., O'MAHONEY. Mr, President, in
my opinion, the present subsidy program
is utterly and completely inefficient. It
will not do the job it was intended to,
and it will inevitably result in a roll-
back upon the producer. Therefore, I
desire fo see that system ended, and I
wish to substitute for it a system which
will prevent a roll-back, but which at
the same time will make it possible for
the packer, the little packer particularly,
to operate without loss,

Under the system which has been
promulgated, I have not the slightest

doubt that we shall not only suffer a re-
duction of production, as already indi-
cated by the declining receipts from
feeders, and so forth, but we shall also
suffer a loss of processed meats because
packers will be compelled to close their
doors. The subsidy program to pack-
ers announced by the O. P. A. does not
attempt to deal with the second problem
at all, It was designed to deal with the
first. It was the intention of the O.P. A,,
so expressed to me, that the subsidy of
2 cents a pound on the carcasses in the
hands of the packers would leave them
with sufficient money to continue to pay
the prices the producers were receiving.
But that was not the result. It was the
difference between theory and reality.
We must deal with realities. But when
we deal with them I think we should
recognize that most of the theorists, with
the exception of those who were delib=
erately trying to change our form of gov=
ernment, were acting in good faith.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD, Does the Senator at
this time have the intention of intro-
ducing a bill or of submitting an amend-
ment the effect of which will be more
equitable to the producer?

Mr, O'MAHONEY, Yes; I have an
amendment which I will discuss pres-
ently. I wish tolay the ground for it, and
I am propounding the principles upon
which I am acting.

Mr. SHIPSTEAD. I did not know that
the Senator intended to submit an
amendment. I shall not interrupt the
Senator further.

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am glad to have
the Senator interrupt me at any time.

We have our two first principles,
maintenance of agricultural production
and no roll-back upon the producer.
Why do we say “no roll-back -upon the
producer”? Because we know that there
is: no other agency or person or group
upon whom the producer can roll back,
When the producer or rancher or the
farmer does not obtain for his commod-
ities a price which covers the cost of
production there is only one recourse
for him, and that is to go out of busi-
ness, and the producers have been going
out of business at such a rate as to
threaten the production of agricultural
commodities necessary to win the war,

WOULD CONTROL RETAIL PRICES

Mr, President, the third principle is
that the price in the market place for
foods and other agricultural commodities
should be sufficient fo enable the produc-
er to produce them without a roll-back
and without suffering a loss. But when
it is necessary in the war against infla-
tion to reduce prices so as to prevent
spiraling, then the subsidy may properly
come into play, provided it is paid in
the manner laid down in the original
act. That act, the Emergency Price Con-
trol Act, recognized that if the retail
ceilings were kept at a low level rising
costs would make it impossible for the
producer, without a subsidy, to meet those
levels. It can be handled in such a
way if we reannounce the determination
of principle which we made in the act of
October 2, 1942, to maintain the proper
price for the producer by the normal op-
eration of the market, unless it becomes
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essential to act otherwise. Is that sound?
Is that a difficult thing to do?

SHOULD RETAIN AUTHORITIES

Mr, President, let it be remembered that
on most agricultural products there has
been no attempt as yet to pay a subsidy.
It may not be necessary. But we should
not destroy the legal authority which was
granted by Congress in January 1942 and
approved again in October 1942. We
should not destroy the principle, but we
should keep the payment of subsidies in
strict control by asserting the power of
Congress to supervise all authorizations
and expenditures for such purposes so
that we may know that the standards are
reasonable and proper and meet the needs
of the great community we represent.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. TUNNELL. Itseems to meI have
heard the expression “roll-back” used in
perhaps different senses since this debate
has been proceeding.

Mr., O'MAHONEY, The Senator is
quite correct.

Mr, TUNNELL. I am quite sure that
those using that term have not always
had the same meaning in mind. I should
be glad to have the Senator’s idea of what
a “roll-back” means.

Mr., O'MAHONEY. The word first
came into current use when it was in-
tended to describe the continuous passing
on from retailer to wholesaler to distribu-
tor to producer of a reduction of price at
the retail level, That is a roll-back, be-
cause, as the word itself indicates, it rolls
back through all the various lines until
it reaches the producer, and he must
absorb it.

AGRICULTURE CANNOT ABSORBE MORE REDUCTION

If we do not have sense enough to
realize that the agricultural community,
which has been at the lowest level of
any community in our whole country,
cannot absorb this continued reduction,
then we do not have sufficient sense to
deal with the problem. The roll-back on
the producer must be stopped if we ex-
pect the producer to continue to produce.

The other definition has come into use
since the O. P, A, anncunced its 10 per-
cent cut on retail ceilings of meat and
butter and coffee. I think that O. P. A.
or some of its spokesmen intended that
roll-back to be a limited roll-back; buf,
unfortunately, realities turned it into a
complete roll-back., There is only one
roll-back, and that is the one which be-
gins with the O. P. A. on the retailer’s
shelves and goes all the way back to the
producer who provides the commodities
which we need for food.

Mr. TUNNELL. Then, as I under-
stand, if the $450,000,000 or $500,000,000
referred to in the Taft-Bankhead
amendment could reach the persons
from whom the roll-back is actually
taken, it would constitute compensation
or partial compensation.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If it did, but, of

course, that is not the program of O. P. .

A. That represents a change of policy
from the policy which was announced by
th:. Congress when it passed the original
ac
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Mr. TUNNELL. Which was that pro-
duction should be increased.

Mr. O'MAHONEY, That is correct;
that the subsidy payments should go to
producers, Let me read that law to the
Senate. I read from section 2 (e) of the
Emergency Price Control Act, the act of
January 20, 1942, which has already been
the subject of much discussion here,

Whenever the Administrator—

That is, the Administrator of the Office
of Price Administration. Observe the
power which we gave:

Whenever the Administrator determines
that the maximum necessary production of
any commodity is not being obtained or
may not be obtained during the ensuing
year, he may, on behalf of the United States,
without regard to the provisions of law re-
quiring competitive bidding, buy or sell at
public or private sale, or store or use, such
commodity in such quantities and in such
manner and upon such terms and condi-
tions as he defermines to be necessary to
chtain the maximum necessary production
therepf or otherwise to supply the demand
therefor, or make subsidy payments to do-
mestic producers of such commodity in such
amounts and in such manner and upon
such terms and conditions as he determines
to be necessary to obtain the maximum
necessary production thereof.

“PROCESSOR" AND “PRODUCER"

When that language was written into
the law it was the belief that the words
“domestic producers” meant, with re-
spect to agricultural products, the
farmer and the rancher at the begin-
ning of the economic line. There has
been an opinion rendered by men who
are acting in thé capacity of attorneys
that a subsidy to a processor is a subsidy
to a producer. Whatever may be the
technical result of that interpretation,

I say it was an interpretation intended.

to justify the withholding of a necessary
subsidy to a producer, and the payment
of it to a processor; and certainly, Mr.
President, we have had sufficient ex-
perience in this country to know that
when subsidies or grants of any kind or
Penefits of any kind are paid to those at
the top of the economic scale, they have
a tough time trickling through to the
people at the bottom.

Mr. McKELLAR and Mr. CLARK of
Missouri addressed the Chair.,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. WiL-
L1s in the chair). Does the Senator
yield, and if so, to whom?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr., McEELLAR. Mr, President, the
Scznator has already partially answered
the question which arose in my mind.
As I recall the terms of that act—for
which I did not vote, hy the way—it
specifically limited the power of the Ad-
ministrator of the O. P. A. to the grant-
ing of subsidies to producers, not
Processors.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That -certainly
was the intent, I think, so far as this is
concerned.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Will the
Senator yield?

Mr, O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. I listened

with great interest to the exposition of
tl}e very distinguished Senafor from
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Wyoming, and I considered the Sena-
tor’s proposition. I follow it one step
further, and ask this question: Does the
Senator think that if the position now
claimed by the O, P. A. as to the extent
of the authority granted by section 2
(e) of the Stabilization Act had been
frankly avowed on this floor—that is to
say, that the authority must be used in
granting subsidies to processors, instead
of producers—it would have been pos-
sible that the provision would have se-
cured as many as 20 votes in the Senate?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
have no doubt that it would not have
been passed; and I say to the Senator
as a proof of the correctness of that
statement—and what I now say also
deals with the question asked by the
Senator from Delaware—that when the
Committee on Banking and Currency a
year ago reported a bill similar to this
one, undertaking to authorize the R. F. C.
to borrow $5,000,000,000 and to spend it
for subsidies, the bill was recommitted
to the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency by this body. Iam still happy that
it was my motion to recomit which re-
sulted in having the bill sent back. I
made the motion' because the bill, if
passed, would have permitted the by-
passing of the elected representatives of
the people.

When I say that, I am not concerned
that I, as an individual Senator, should
be consulted; I am not concerned that
the Senator from Missouri or the Sen-
ator from Oregon or any other Senator
should be consulted; but I am concerned
that the people of America who sent us
here shall be certain that these things
shall be done in the open forum, where
all may see, and not be done behind
some black curtain in an executive bu-
reau, where only those who are taking
the action, and who sometimes have' a
sinister objective, know what is being
done,

Mr, TUNNELL. Mr. President, I am
glad the Senator did not'say “Sena-
torial” objective. [Laughter.]

I desire to ask the Senator a question,
if he will yield to me.

Mr, O'MAHONEY, Certainly.

Mr. TUNNELL. I gather from the
Senator’s reading of the powers of the
O. P. A, Administrator that rather wide
latitude was left to him to determine the
manner in which the money was to be
used.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. If was. The rea-
son for that was that, in the belief of
the Congress, the O. P. A. would come
back to Congress and would say, “These
are the subsidies we want to pay, and
this is the money we want to expend.
Now give us the fiscal authority.” Of
course, that is what they did; but it was
done in such broad language that the
Senate rebelled, and the bill went back.

Again, the amendment which has been
proposed by the Committee on Banking
and Currency to the bill which is on the
calendar is also couched in broad lan-
guage which would permit the use of the
money which is sought to be authorized
by it, for any of the purposes which have
been condemned. The roll-back could
be extended from meaf to every other
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agricultural product, under the terms
and within the limitation of that amend-
ment.

Mr, TUNNELL. Mr. President, am I
to understand that since the powers
were to be exercised in such manner as
the Administrator might determine, the
Senator disagrees with the manner
which has been determined?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, yes; abso-
lutely. I think the decision with respect
to the subsidy program as to meat, but-
ter, and coffee was a mistaken policy, an
ineffective policy, and one which cannot
possibly result in anything but disaster
s0 far as butter and meat are concerned.

Mr. TUNNELL. But the law itself
permitted the Administrator to perform
that function in such manner as he
should determine, as I understood the
language. s

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I say again to the
Senator that it was the opinion of Con-
gress when that law was passed that the
Administrator would come back to Con-
gress for the specific fiscal authority,
and would lay- down his program. He
did so; that is, he came to Congress and
asked for $5,000,000,000; but he did not
spell out the program, and because he
did not spell it out Congress said “No.”

The program concerning which the
Senator is interrogating me was not an-
nounced under the language which I
have read, but under the language of the
succeeding paragraph, which was for an
utterly different purpose. Let me read
it to the Senator:

Provided, That in the case of any commeodity
which has heretofore or may hereafter be
defined as a strategic or critical material by
the President pursuant to section bd of the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act, as
amended, such determinations shall be made
by the Federal Loan Administrator, with the
approval of the President, and, notwithstand-
ing any other provision of this act or of any
existing law, such commodity may be bought
or sold, or stored or used, and such subsidy
payments to domestic producers thereof may
be paid—

And so forth. The Senator will recall
that Congress had passed, and the Presi~-
dent had signed, a bill dealing with stra-
tegic and critical materials.

There never was any thought that such
materials were anything but minerals
and materials of that character. There
never was the slightest imagination in
the mind of anyone that that was in-
tended to cover agricultural commodi-
ties, because section 3 of the bill dealt
with agricultural commodities. This is
another illustration of the devious
method which has been followed time
after time in the executive bureaus, of
extending the power of the bureaus by
interpretation of the law, trusting that
the Congress, because of the great emer-
gency, would permit the extension to go
unrebuked and uncorrected.

Mr. TUNNELL., Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Wyoming yield to the Sen-
ator from Delaware?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Iyield.

Mr. TUNNELL. If I may ask one fur-
ther question, I will not pursue the mat-
ter further,
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Does the Senafor believe that under
the power which was given, and which
seemed to be so broad as to leave to the
Administrator the determination as to
how the money should be spent, a pos-
sible shortage is being or was heing pre-
vented?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am afraid I did
not catch the import of the question.

Mr. TUNNELL., As I understand from
the Senator’s reading of the act, when-
ever the Administrator should determine
that there might be a shortage of food
or of materials, he might make the ex-
penditures in such manner as he should
determine. Iam trying to find out if the
Senator thinks that those expenditures
were being made in such a manner as to
make less likely a shortage.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The expenditures
were not being made. The first example
we have had of the payment of a subsidy
for food commodities is in the program
recently announced for meat, butter, and
coffee. That method is not working, and
in my judgment will not work, but will
result only in disaster. It will obstruct
and restrict rather than expand the pro-
duction which we need.

Mr. TUNNELL. I think I undertstand
the Senator’'s view.

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I am glad to yield
to the distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

Mr. WAGNER. The Senator is always
so0 enlightening that it is a pleasure for
me to ask him questions. ;

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator's
statement will be a very pleasant thing
for me to read in the Recorp tomorrow.

Mr. WAGNER. I mean it. I do not
know that the Senator has covered the
point which is troubling me. Let me give
a specific case. Take New York City
as an example. I think approximately
three-fourths of the people there who
work for a living are not employed in
defense plants. Their wages have not
been increased. They comprise a large
and stable class. Many of them are
teachers.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. They are Ilike
Members of Congress in that they have
not had any increase in pay.

Mr. WAGNER. Probably not. The
cost of living has risen; it has increased
about 21 percent since 1939, and it con-
tinues to increase. By the end of the
year it will probably have increased by
an additional 12 percent. Those people
will be in great difficulty.

Mr. OMAHONEY. That is true,

Mr. WAGNER. How are we going to
help them?

Mr. OMAHONEY., We ought to pre-
vent inflation. -

Mr. WAGNER. How are we going to
help those people?

Mr. O'MAHONEY., We will help them
by the subsidy system when it is neces-
sary.

Mr. WAGNER. That is exactly whatI
had in mind.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Idonot propose to
do away with subsidies. I ask only that
they be exercised in the full view of Con-
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gress, so that Congress may know what
is being done.

Mr. WAGNER. In the particular in-
stance which I have cited, the effects are
already being felt.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The program
which has been announced would de-
stroy the supply for the Senator’s con-
stituents in New York.

Mr. WAGNER. Why?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Because produc-
tion would be cut off. We cannot expect
8 dairyman to operate at a loss. We can-
not expect a farmer or a rancher to op-
erate at a loss. Under the program
which has been announced by the O. P.
A, although there has been a 10-percent
decrease in retail prices, the subsidy
which was intended to take up that de-
crease will go to the packer, and will not
be reflected back to the producer. A
producer who is operating at a loss will
go out of business, and there will be no
meat. The mayor of New York is quoted
in the New York newspapers as com-
plaining about the lack of meat. The
story is the same in every large city.
Two or three days ago the Washington
News carried a headline describing this
program. I do not know that I can
quote the exact words, but they were to
this effect: “Retail prices of meat re-
duced—if you can find the meat.”

Mr. WAGNER. Of course, the black
market has been a very difficult problem.

Mr. OMAHONEY. Certainly. I will
show the Senator how the black market
can be controlled, and how prices can be
kept down for the benefit of consumers,
and how my constituents can be enabled
to continue to supply the foodstufis
which are necessary not only for New
York City, but for the Army and Navy,
for lease-lend, and for Governor Leh-
man in his efforts abroad.

Mr. WAGNER. When I spoke of New
York I was using it merely as an illus-
tration.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I understand. I
meant no reflection.

SUBSIDIES WOULD GO TO PRODUCERS

Mr. WAGNER. The Senator says that
there should be subsidies. To whom is
the subsidy to go?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. To the producer,
the last link in the economic chain.
When he receives the cost of production,
every one else in the chain can operate
on that basis, and the whole economic
system can work properly. Instead of
beginning at the tail end and saying,
“These are the retail prices, and every
other element in the economic system
must accommodate itself to these prices,”
I say turn the mechanism around and
begin at the other end. Decide what
prices are necessary to obtain the pro-
duction which we need, and then let the
other elements accommodate themselves.
If the retail price ceiling is not sufficient
to maintain those prices, then, and only
then, and only with the consent of Con-
gress, resort to a subsidy. -

Have I made myself clear to the Sena-
tor?

Mr. WAGNER. Except for one point.
The Senator says “Only with the con-
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sent of Congress.” We cannot wait in
every instance to see what the situation
is, can we?

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Certainly; under
the system which I shall announce in
a moment.

Mr. WAGNER. Very well. I wish to
hear what the Senator from Wyoming
has to propose.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
think I have announced the various prin-
ciples, with the possible exception of two.

A principle which must be maintained
is that we shall continue to wage war on
inflation, because if we permit inflation
to come, then labor, the consumer, the
producer, the business man, the school
teacher, the Senator, the Representa-
tive, the newspaper man, and the radio
commentator will all suifer, and the Gov-
ernment itself will sufier in the prices
it must pay. We must recognize the
necessity of preventing inflation, and we
must so manage our legislation and our
requests for our own groups that such
legislation and requests will not endanger
the ultimate objective of preventing in-
flation.

Finally, Mr. President—and this, I
think, is the most important principle of
all except that of continuing to preserve
agricultural production—the responsi=-
bility and authority for handling the
agricultural program, including the pay-
ment of any subsidies that should be
paid, should be exercised by the War
Food Administrator, and by no one else.
It is absurd to believe that we can en-
trust the encouragement of agricultural
production to an office the primary re-
sponsibility of which is to keep down the
cost of living; because in every ques-
tionable case an agency of that kind will
resolve the doubt against the producer.
That is not only true with respect to
agriculture, Mr. President; it is true
with respect to oil. At this moment we
have an illustration of that in this Gov-
ernment. The Office of Price Adminis-
tration is holding down the price of gas-
oline so that consumers who have A
cards will not have to pay more than 16
or 17 cents a gallon—although they can-
not obtain enough gasoline to fill a thim-
ble—and because the price of gasoline is
kept down, the ability of the oil produc-
ers of America to produce the oil which
is needed for the Flying Fortresses is
being curtailed.

When Secretary Ickes, the Petroleum
Administrator for War, demands that he
be allowed more petroleum in order to
provide fuel for the flights our air forces
are making in the Pacific, in Africa, and
over Europe, and demands that the price
paid to the producer be increased so that
he can obtain the oil, the answer he re-
ceives from the O. P. A, is that to do so
would increase the burden on the con-
sumers and would increase the cost of
living,

Mr. President, how useless it is to talk
about the cost of living in connection
with the vital commodities which are
necessary to maintain bare living itself,
to preserve the Government, and to win
the war,

\
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We are confusing important notions,
I believe in fighting inflation, but we
must yield on that point whenever it is
necessary to do so in order to obtain the
commodities we need for the great, fun-
damental objective of the Nation. If
it is impossible in certain instances to do
that, then we must resort to subsidies.

Take the case of oil, We resorted to a
subsidy when it became necessary to pay
the cost of transportation to the railroad
companies.

Mr. WAGNER. And also to the coal
industry.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No Member of the
Senate proposes now to do away with
that subsidy. If we are willing to say, as
we do say, that a subsidy to the oil in-
dustry is necessary—or to the coal in-
dustry, as the Senator from New York
suggests—and that we are going to main-
tain those subsidies because we need
those commodities, then who is going to
say that under no circumstances shall
- we permit a subsidy to be paid in order
to produce the food we need?

This is a realistic question. It is not
merely one of theoretical objectives.

Myr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr, GUFFEY. Does the Senator
mean to say that the producers of oil
have received a subsidy? The subsidy is
a transportation subsidy. The oil pro-
ducers have no subsidy, and never have
received one.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, I
recognize the correctness of the position
taken by the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania. The Senator will realize that I
am not speaking from notes.

Mr. GUFFEY. I understand.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am speaking on
the question as it arises here. I initiated
the discussion by referring specifically to
the cost of transportation, but we are
paying subsidies for transportation.
We are paying subsidies for numerous
other items. Weé carefully provide in
the committee amendment that nothing
in the war against subsidies shall be so
inferpreted as to stop soil-conservation
payments.

The amendment of the distinguished
Senators from Vermont and Iowa has
been so drafted as to preserve certain
subsidies which now necessarily are go-
ing to agriculture.

In this great erisis confronting the
Nation we have recognized that the use
of a subsidy may be a necessity to pre-
vent disaster, and, so far as that is con-
cerned, I am willing to go along; but,
Mr, President, we cannot avoid the com-
plete wreckage of our food program if we
continue to deprive the War Food Ad-
ministrator of the power and authority
to obtain the food which is needed.

S0 I say let us take the power over
food away from the R. F. C. and away
from the O. P, A,, and let us put it where
it belongs—in the hands of a man who
understands agriculture and its prob-
lems,

Mr. President, I remember so well the
profound feeling of relief which was in-
dicated among Members of this body

when the announcement was made that

Chester Davis was to be the War Food
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Administrator, All criticism disap-
peared. All suspicion disappeared. On
every hand Members of the Senate were
saying, “Now, at last, we shall have a
Food Administrator who understands his
job, who understands the farmer, and the

task of producing agricultural commodi-

ties. Now this problem will probably be
on the way to solution.” But, as it is
working out, Mr. Davis does not have the
power which is essential to enable him
to do the job.

We gave the Rubber Administrator full
powel to perform the task assigned to
him; and when he came into conflict with
the War Department and the War Pro-
duction Board he prevailed because it
was the will of Congress and the will of
the Executive that synthetic rubber
should be provided without any guesses
or qualifications.

Mr, President, I say to you that if we
are to solve the problem of agriculture
and of feeding the Army, the Navy, and
the civilian population, there is only one
way to do it. That is to take the re-
sponsibility out of the hands of the
agency which is concerned only with
keeping prices down, and to put it into
the hands of the agency which knows
something about farmers and about
agriculture. Mr, President, I say that
without the slightest thought of criti-
cism of the O. P. A. under the direction
of former Senator Prentiss Brown.
Again, I wish to say that I regard him
as an able, energetic, patriotic man, who,
in good faith, is trying his best to do an
impossible job.

In the Senate and in the other House
tempers have become short and suspi-
cions have heen aroused. We are in
great danger of legislating in anger, and
slashing out to destroy an obvious injus-
tice; and in so destroying such injustice
we may bring down upon our heads a
disaster greater than the disaster or the
evil we are trying to cure.

So, Mr. President, we must approach
this problem not as angry persons in-
tent upon demonstrating our ability to
stop the machine from working; we must
act as intelligent legislators for the pur-
pose of maintaining production, of pre-
venting inflation, and of enabling an offi-
cial or an agency with an understanding
of agriculture to carry on that work.

Mr. President, how is it to be done? It
will not be done by the amendment pro-
posed by the Banking and Currency
Committee, and, in my judgment, it will
not be done by the amendment drawn
by the Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Arken] and the Senator from Iowa [Mr,
GiLLeTTE], although I recognize how dili-
gently they have worked upon that
measure,

SUGGESTED AMENDMENT

I have here a draft which I have pre-
pared and submitted to every thoughtful
person whom I could reach in various
agencies, and I have yet to find anyone
who says that there is any economic de-
fect in it. In order that it may be clear
in the Recorp for those who are to read
the Recorp tomorrow, and because I have
not introduced it, and, therefore, it is
not printed in the form of an amend-
ment, I send it to the desk and ask that
the clerk may read it.

JUNE 25

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the clerk will read as requested.
The legislative clerk read as follows:

“The first sentence of section 2 (e) of the
Emergency Price Control Act of 1942 is hereby
amended by inserting before the period at
the end thereof a colon and the following:
“Provided further, That the authority con-
ferred by this subsection with respect to the
buying, selling, storage, and use of commodi=
ties, and the making of subsidy payments to
domestic producers thereof, shall, in the case
of any commodity used for food purposes, be
exercised only by or under the direction of
the War Food Administrator and only in
such manner and upon such terms and con-
ditions as he determines to be necessary to
obtain the maximum necessary production -
of food in the quantities specified by the
President to assure an adequate supply of
food for the armed forces, for the essential
civillan needs, for carrying out the purposes
of the act of March 11, 1941, and for war re-
lief purposes: Provided further, That no such
subsidy payments shall be made unless the
average price received by producers in the
market place for such commodities meets
the requirements of section 3 of the act ap-
proved October 2, 1942 (Public Law 729, T7th
Cong.): Provided further, That the amount
of such subsidy payments shall not exceed
in the aggregate the amount recommended
by the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
and approved by the Congress: Provided fur-
ther, That nothing herein shall be construed
to prevent the payment by the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation or any other Gov-
ernment agency of subsidies which have ac-
crued prior to the date of enactment of this
act.”

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were communi-
cated to the Senate by Mr. Latta, one of
his secretaries.

CONTINUATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION

The Senate resumed the coas.deration
of the bill (8. 1108) to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase its bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the an-
nual appraisal of its assets, and to pro-
vide for an audit by the General Ac-
counting Office of the financial transac-
tions of the Corporation, and for other
purposes. ;

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a question?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Utah.

Mr. MURDOCEK. Referring to the

. second proviso of the Senator's amend-

ment, which reads:

Provided further, That the amount of such
subsidy payments shall not exceed in the
aggregate the amount recommended by the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget and
approved by the Congress.

Is it the Senator’s intention to limit
the Congress of the United States appro-
priating money for this purpose or any
other purpose to the recommendation of
the Bureau of the Budget?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Oh, no, and if the
language were susceptible to that inter-
pretation, I would change it immediately.
I mean to have the Bureau of the Budget
act in its legal capacity only as a recom-
mending agency.

Mr. MURDOCK. Will the Senator

_yield for a further cbservation?

Mr, O'MAHONEY, Certainly.
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Mr. MURDOCE. I believe that under
the present law every item of appropria-
tion before it comes to Congress is first
submitted to the Budget Bureau?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. That is correct.

Mr. MURDOCK. Then, why would it
not be better to delete reference to the
Director of the Bureau of the Budget? I
fully favor the scrutiny of the Bureau
of the Budget as to all appropriations,
but I think it is exceedingly dangerous,
Mr. President, to write into law language
which, even by implication, could be con-
strued as a limitation on the power of
Congress unless it has the approval of
the Bureau of the Budget.

Mr. OMAHONEY. The Senator may
be quite right about that.

Mr, MURDOCK. I should like to see
that language deleted.

Mr. OMAHONEY, I will say to the
Senator that my purpose in putting this
language in was to provide the ma-
chinery by which the President, acting
through the Bureau of the Budget, could
make his recommendations to Congress.
It might be better to have the recom-
mendation come directly from the Presi-
dent himself, and, if I should offer this
amendment, I should certainly consider
making a modification.

Mr. MURDOCEK. I hope the Senator
will consider that point carefully.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, I
crave the indulgence of the Senator
from Wyoming., There is on the desk a
matter of the highest privilege that
ought to receive the immediate atten-
tion of the Senate. I am wondering if
the Senator from Wyoming would defer
his remarks until after we dispose of the
matter in question?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. In order that I
may yield the floor to the Senator for
the matter of the very highest privilege,
I shall now ask unanimous consent that
there may be printed in the REcorp a
modification of the amendment offered
by the Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Bankneap] for the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency in order that this
whole discussion and the proposals I
make may appear at one place in the
Recorp, and, later on, I shall be glad to
resume the discussion, if that be nec-
essary.

MODIFIED BANKHEAD AMENDMENT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, proposed modified amendment
referred to by the Senator from Wyo-
ming will be printed in the RECORD.

The proposed modified amendment is
as follows:

Bec. 6. Notwithstanding the provisions of
section 2 (e) of the Emergency Price Control
Act of 1942, or other provisions of law, neither
the Commodity Credit Corporation, the Re-
construction Finance Corporation, its sub-
sldiaries, nor any other Government-owned
corporation, shall pay any subsidies or pur-
chase any commodities for the purpose of
gelling them at a loss, or borrow any money
to be used for such purpose, nor shall any
appropriation heretofore or hereafter made
by the Congress be used for any such purpose
except as provided in this section or here-
after expressly authorized by the Congress,
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(a) The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion and the Commodity Credit Corporation
are authorized to borrow money and pay to
shippers of commeodities or others the in-
creased costs of transportation resulting from
the war emergency.

(b) The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion 1s authorized to borrow money and to
pay subsidies relating to, or purchase for the
purpose of selling at a loss, strategic and
critical materials necessary to the manufac-
ture of equipment and munitions of war for
the United States Government or any of the
United Nations, and to subsidize the high-
cost production of minerals to Increase the
production thereof.

(¢) The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion is authorized to borrow and use such
Bums as may be necessary to liquidate all
subsidy payments which have accrued prior
to July 1, 1943, under the terms of the so-
called roll-back program.

(d) The Commodity Credit Corporation is
authorized to borrow not to exceed $175,000,-
000 and to use or allocate any part of said
sum prior to July 1, 1944, to pay subsidies
or purchase commodities for the purpose of
selling them at a loss in order to obtain the
necessary production of such commodities in
cases where the average price received by
producers of such commodities in the market
place meets the reguirements of section 3 of
the act of October 2, 1042 (Public Law 729,
77th Cong.). All commitments heretofore
made by the Commodity Credit Corporation
for such or similar purposes shall be ful-
filled ovt of the sum authorized herein, and
no further commitment hereln authorized
shall be entered into hereafter with any pro-
ducer, processor, or distributor that cannot
be fulfilled out of sald sum.

(e) Nothing herein shall be construed to
prevent the making of parity payments, soil-
conservation payments, or benefits to sugar
growers, or the sale of feed wheat, as author-
ized by existing law.

PREVENTION OF STRIKES IN DEFENSE
INDUSTRIES—VETO MESSAGE (8. DOC.
NO. 75)

Mr, CONNALLY. Mr. President, I ask
that the President's message be laid be-
fore the Senate.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, if the Sena-
tor will yield, I am wondering if he will
not let me suggest the absence of a
guorum so that all Senators may be here
to listen to the message?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield to the Sena-
tor for that purpose.

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a

quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr,
Wirpis in the chair). The clerk will call
the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names: s

Alken Gerry Millikin
Andrews Green Moore

Ball Guffey Murdock
Bankhead Gurney Murray
Bilbo Hatch HNye

Bone Hawkes O'Dantiel
Brewster Hayden O'Mahoney
Bridges Hill Overton
Brooks Holman Pepper
Buck Johnson, Colo. Radcllffe
Butler Kilgore - Reed

Byrd La Follette Revercomb
Capper - Langer Reynolds
Caraway Lodge Robertson
Chaves MecCarran Russell
Clark, Mo, MecClellan Bcrugham
Connally McFarland Shipstead
Davis McEellar Smith
Downey McNary Stewart
Eastland Maloney Taft
Ferguson Maybanik Thomas, Idaho
George Thomas, Okla,

Thomas, Utah Vandenberg Wherry
Tobey Van Nuys White
Truman ‘Wagner Wiley
Tunnell Walsh Willis
Tydings Wheeler Wilson

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Eighty~
one Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

The Chair lays before the Senate a
message from the President of the United
States, which the clerk will read.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

To the Senaie:

I am returning herewith, without my
approval, S. 796, the so-called war labor
disputes bill.

It is not a simple bill, for it covers
many subjects. I approve many of the
sections; but other sections tend to ob-
scure the issues or to write into war legis-
lation certain extraneous matter which
appears to be discriminatory. In the
form submitted to me the accomplish-
ment of this avowed purpose—the pre-
vention of strikes in wartime—could well
be made more difficult instead of more
effective.

Let there be no misunderstanding of
the reasons which prompt me to veto this
bill at this time.

I am unalterably opposed to strikes in
wartime. I do not hesitate to use the
powers of government to prevent them.

It is clearly the will of the American
people that for the duration of the war
all labor disputes be settled by orderly
procedures established by law, It is the
will of the American people that no war
work be interrupted by strike or lock-out.

American labor as well as American
business gave their “No strike, no lock-
out” pledge after the attack on Pearl
Harbor.

That pledge has been well kept except
in the case of the leaders of the United
Mine Workers. For the entire year of
1942, the time lost by strikes averaged
only five one-hundredths of 1 percent of
the total man-hours worked. The Amer-
jcan people should realize that fact—
that ninety-nine and ninety-five one- -
hundredths percent of the work went for-
ward without strikes, and that only five
one-hundredths of 1 percent of the work
was delayed by strikes. That record has
never before been equaled in this country.
It is as good or better than the record of
any of our allies in wartime.

But laws are often necessary to make a
very small minority of people live up to
the standards the great majority of
people follow. Recently there has been
interruption of work in the coal indusiry,
even after it was taken over by the Gov-
ernment. I understand and sympathize
with the general purpose of the war dis-
putes bill to make such interruptions
clearly unlawful.

The first seven sections of the bill are
directed to this objective.

Section 1 provides that the act may be
cited as the “War Labor Disputes Act.”

Section 2 relates to definitions.

Section 3 gives statutory suthority to
the President to seize war facilities—a
power already exercised on several occa-
sions under Executive order or proclama-
tion.

Sections 4 and 5 of the bill provide
for maintaining existing terms and
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conditions of employment except as di-
rected by the War Labor Board.

Section 6 makes it a criminal offense
to instigate, direct, or aid a strike in a
Government-operated plant or mine.

This would make possible the arrest of
a few leaders who would give bond for
their appearance at trial. It would as-
sure punishment for those found guilty,
and might also have some deterrent ef-
fect. But it would not assure continuance
of war production in the most critical
emergencies.

Section 7 gives the National War La-
bor Board statutory authority and de-
fines its powers.

Broadly speaking, these sections in-
corporate into statute the existing
machinery for settling labor disputes.
The penalties provided by the act do not
detract from the moral sanctions of la-
bor’s no-strike pledge,

If the bill were limited to these seven
sections I would sign it.

But the bill contains other provisions
which have no place in legislation to
prevent strikes in wartime and which
in fact would foment slow-downs and
strikes. :

I doubt whether the public generally
are familiar with these provisions. I
doubt whether the Congress had the
opportunity fully to appraise the effects
of these provisions upon war production.

Section 8 requires the representative
of employees of a war contractor to give
notice of a labor dispute which threatens
seriously to interrupt war. production to
the Secretary of Labor, the National War
Labor Board, and the National Labor Re-
lations Board in order to give the em-
ployees the opportunity to express them-
selves by secret ballot whether they will
permit such interruption of war pro-
duction.

It would force a labor leader who is
trying to prevent a strike in accordance
with his no-strike pledge, to give the
notice which would cause the taking of
8 strike ballot and might actually pre-
cipitate a strike.

In wartime we cannot sanction strikes
with or without notice.

Section 8 further makes it mandatory
that the National Labor Relations Board
on the thirtieth day after the giving of
the notice take a secret ballot among the
employees in the “plants, mines, facili-
ties, bargaining unit, or bargaining
units,” as the case may be on the ques-
tion of whether they will stop work.
This requirement would open the whole
coniroversy over “bargaining units,” a
fruitful source of controversy and of bit-
ter jurisdictional strife.

Section 8 ignores completely labor's
“no strike” pledge and provides in effect
for strike notices and strike ballots,
Far from discouraging strikes these pro-
visions would stimulate labor unrest and
give Government sanction to strike agi-
tations.

The 30 days allowed before the strike
vote is taken under Government auspices
might well become a boiling period in-
stead of a cooling period. The thought
and energies of the workers would be di-
verted from war production to vote-
getting.
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The heads of our military, naval, and
production agencies have testified that
these provisions are likely to be subver-
sive of the very purpose of the bill—un-
interrupted production.

Section 9 of the bill prohibits, for the
period of the war, political contributions
by labor organizations. This provision
obviously has no relevancy to a bill pro-
hibiting strikes during the war in plants
operated by the Government or to a
“War Labor Disputes Act.” If there be
merit in the prohibition, it should not be
confined to wartime, and careful con-
sideration should be given to the appro-
priateness of extending the prohibition
to other nonprofit organizations.

There should be no misunderstand-
ing—I intend to use the powers of gov-
ernment to prevent the interruption of
war production by strikes. I shall
approve legislation that will truly
strengthen the hands of government in
dealing with such strikes, and will pre-
vent the deflance of the National War
Labor Board’s decisions.

I reeommend that the Selective Serv-
ice Act be amended so that persons may
be inducted into noncombat military
service up to the age of 65 years. This
will enable us to induet intdb military
service all persons who engage in strikes
or stoppages or other interruptions of
work in plants in the possession of the
United States.

This direct approach is necessary to
insure the continuity of war work. The
only alternative would be to extend the
principle of selective service and make
it universgl in character.

I recognize that this bill has an en-
tirely praiseworthy purpose to insure full
war production. But I am convinced
that section 8 will .produce strikes in
vital war plants which otherwise would
not occur. Therefore, I could not prop-
erly discharge the duties of my office if
I were to approve S. 796.

FRANKLIN D. ROOSEVELT.

TrHE WHITE HOUSE, June 25, 1943.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
message will be printed. 3

The Senate proceeded, as the Consti-
tution requires, to reconsider the bill
(8. 796) relating to the use and operation
by the United States of certain plants,
mines, and facilities in the prosecution of
the war, and preventing strikes, lock-
outs, and stoppages of production, and
for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is, Shall the bill pass, the objec-
tions. of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstanding?

Mr. CONNALLY, Mr. President, I am
sorely disappointed. The Senate is sore-
ly disappointed. The House, I am sure,
is sorely disappointed. The people of
the United States in overwhelming ma-
jority are sorely disappointed. Every
soldier and sailor on the seas and on the
land and in the air is sorely disappointed.
The sections of the bill about which the
President complains were contained in
the bill as it passed the House, They are
not vital provisions in the bill. They are
merely incidentals. The President has
the right under the Constitution to veto
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a bill, and the Senate has a right to pass
a bill over the President’s veto. I hope
the Senate will exercise its high consti-
tutional privilege.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, as one
of the conferees who worked in trying to
bring about an adjustment between the
House and the Senate on this all-impor-
tant legislation, I wish to join the Sen-
ator from Texas in hoping that the Sen-
ate will override the President’s veto.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
question, under the Constitution, the
vote must be taken by the yeas and nays.
The clerk will call the roll.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. I make the point
of order that the Senate is not in order.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order.

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, a par=-
liamentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. STEWART. Is a vote “yea” a
vote in favor of overriding the Presi-
dent’s veto?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator is correct. A vote “yea” is a
vote to pass the bill, the objections of
the President of the United States to the
contrary notwithstanding.

Mr. STEWART. Did I correctly un-
derstand the Senator from Texas to
make a nfotion that the Senate override
the President’s veto?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Such a
motion is not necessary. The question
arises automatically under the Consti-
tution.

Mr, STEWART. The question comes
before the Senate automatically?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll.-

Mr. OVERTON. I announce that my
colleague the junior Senator from Lou-
isiana [Mr. EipLEnper] is unavoidably
detained because of iliness.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and the
Senator from Kentucky [Mr. BARKLEY]
are absent from the Senate because of
illness.

The Senator from North Carolina [Mr.
Bamweyl, the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
Crarx], and the Senator from Illinois
[Mr, Lucas] are detained on important
public business.

The Senator from Iowa [Mr. Gir-
LETTE], who, if present, would vote “yea,”
is necessarily absent.

The junior Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CuraNDLER] is absent, having been
directed by the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs as a subcom-
mittee to visit the hospital ship which
recently reached New York from Africa.

The Senator from Washington [Mr,
WarLLcren] is absent on official business
for the Special Committee to Investigate
the National Defense Program.

The Senator from Kentucky [Mr,
CuanprLer] and the Senator from New
Jersey [Mr. Bareourl, who, if present,
would vote “yea,” are paired with the
Senator from Washington [Mr, WaLL-
GREN], who, if present, would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Virginia [Mr.
Grass] and the Senator from Ohio [Mr,
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BurtoN]l, who, if present, would vote
“yea,” are paired with the Senator from
Idaho [Mr, Crarx], who would vote
(lnay'ﬂ 5

Mr. McNARY. The following Sena-
tors would vote “yea” if present:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AvusTiv], the Senator from New Jersey
[Mr. Bareour], the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Burton], and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. BUSHFIELD].

The Senator from California [Mr,
Jouxson] is absent because of illness.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Busarierp] is absent on official business
as a member of the Indian Affairs Com-
mittee.

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AvusTiN] and the Senator from New Jer-
sey [Mr. Bareour] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from Ohio [Mr. BurToN]
is absent as a member of the special
committee of the Senate attending a
meeting of the Canada branch of the
Empire Parliamentary Association at Ot-
tawa, Canada.

The result was announced—yeas 56,
nays 25, as follows:

YEAS—56
Alken Hatch Revercomb
Andrews ‘Hawkes Reynolds
Bankhead Hayden Robertson
Bilbo Hill Russell
Brewster Holman Smith
Bridges Lodge Stewart
Brooks McClellan Taft
Buck McKellar Thomas, Idaho
Butler McNary Thoinas, Okla.
Byrd Maloney Tobey
Capper Maybank Tydings
Caraway Millikin Vandenberg
Chavez Moore Van Nuys
Connally O'Danlel Wherry
Eastland O'Mahoney ‘White
Ferguson Overton Wiley
George Pepper Willis
Gerry Radcliffe Wilson
Gurney Reed

NAYS—25
Ball La Follette Shipstead
Bone Langer Thomas, Utah
Clark, Mo. McCarran Truman
Davis McFarland Tunnell
Downey Mead ‘Wagner
Green Murdock ‘Walsh
Guffey Murray ‘Wheeler
Johnson, Colo. Nye
Kilgore Scrugham

NOT VOTING—15

Austin Bushfield Gillette
Balley Chandler Glass
Barbour Clark, Idaho  Johnson, Calif.
Barkley Danaher Lucas
Burton Ellender Wallgren

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this ques-
tion, more than two-thirds of the Sena-
tors present having voted in the affirma-
tive, the bill, on reconsideration, is
passed, the objections of the President
of the United States to the contrary not-
withstanding.

CONTINUATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORFORATION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S. 1108) to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase its bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the
annual appraisal of its assets, and to pro-
vide for an audit by the General Ac-
counting Office of the financial transac-
tions of the Corporation, and for other
purposes.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Wyoming [Mr, O'ManoneY] has the

Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. MALONEY. Day before yesterday
and earlier today I advised the Senate
that I had requested the Ofiice of Price
Administration to furnish me and,
through me, the Senate a statement of
the standards which that agency had
planned to use in ecarrying into effect
the so-called subsidy program. There
has just been delivered to me a letter,
addressed to me, from Price Adminis-
trator Prentiss Brown which sets forth
the standards to which I have referred.
I think the letter is of great importance,
and I ask unanimous consent that it be
printed at this point in the body of the
REcorp as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., June 25, 1943.
Hon. FraNcis MALONEY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D.C.

Dear Frang: I should like to outline to
you my ideas as to the policles that should
govern the use of subsidies in carrying out
the general economic stabilization precgram.
I have attempted to relate them not only
to the requirements of the price stabilization
program, but to our entire wartime economie
policy. At the same time, the standards laid
down are designed to safeguard the subsidy
program from abuse.

I. THE ROLE OF SUBSIDIES IN THE WARTIME
ECONOMIC FPROGRAM
A. The funetion of subsidies

It Is an essential part of our wartime policy
both to stabilize prices and to obtain neces-
gary productlon and distribution of com-
modities essential to the war and to the
civilian population. In some cases the re-
turns that are required in order to obtain
necessary production and distribution are
higher than can be obtained solely in the
form of prices that are consistent with the
price stabilization prcgram. The purpose of
the subsidy program is to provide a means of
esupplementing these prices so that necessary
production and distribution can be chtalned
while, at the same time, the program of
stabilizing prices and preventing the develop-
ment of an inflationary spiral is carried out.

The need for supplementing these returns
arises In cases where the cost of producing
marginal output exceeds the ceiling price,
and it also arises in cases where costs will in-
crease or where price cellings must be re-
duced.

Certain costs will increase, regardless of
our ability to stabilize raw material prices
and wage rates, because of such factors as
the need for substituting new raw materials
for those customarily used, the utilization of
less efficient facilities and less efficient labaor,
increases in the prices charged by foreign
suppliers, and increases of transportation
costs resulting from the hazards of ccean
shipping, rerouting of traffic, congestion, or
other factors resulting from inevitable war-
time dislocations. Beyond these cost in-
creases are those which must result from
commitments the Government has made
with respect to parity in the area of agricul-
tural prices and the elimination of substand-
ards and gross inequities in the area of wages.

In addition to these cost increases, the
Government has made a commitment to
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stabilize the cost of living as of September
15, 1942, Although the Little Steel Formula
for wage stabilization has been accepted on
the basis of this commitment, the Govern-
ment has not yet made good on it; the cost
of living has risen by more thian 6 percent
and the cost of food by more than 12 percent
above the level at which Congress ordered
prices to be stabilized. The execution of this
mandate therefore requires price reductions
and vigorous action to prevent increases,
These reductions, like cost increases, will
have the eifect of diminishing the returns
earned by producers or distributors unless
they are offset in some way.

In general, earnings are sufficiently gener=
ous to permit absorption of these cost in=-
creases or price reductions without the use
of subsidies, so far as entire industries are
concerned. Profits before taxes for all cor=
porations amounted to almost $20,000,000,000
in 1942 as compared to about $14,500,000,000
in 1941 and an annual average of only 4,500,
000,000 in the years 1936-39. Net income of
proprietors in nonagricultural flelds amount-
ed to $10,400,000,000 in 1942, as compared to
£9,300,000,000 in 1941 and only $6,600,000,000,
on the average, during 1936-39. Stmilarly,
the net income of farm operators was $10,=
200,000,000 in 1942, contrasted with $6,700,=
000,000 in 1941 and an average of only #4,=
700,000,000 a year during 1936-39. Thus in
all these fields there is considerable ability to
absorb cost Increases or price reductions
without the use of subsidies.

There will be cases, however, in which
earnings will have to be supplemented if
necessary preduction and distribution are
to be obtained. This will be true of the
marginal output of many commodities both
with respect to the output of high-cost firms
and the high-cost portion of the cutput of
firms which are making a profit on most of
their production. It may also be true where
returns on a particular commodity are in-
sufficient, even though the earnings of the
industry from other operations are favorable.

Even In these cases it may be possible
to offset higher costs or reduced prices by
other means, There will nevertheless remain
a number of cases in which returns must
be supplemented by the Government. In
these cases the use of subsidies is essential
to the execution of the Government’s wartime
program. ‘

B. Relation of subsidies fo other element
of the price stabilization program

While it is clear that subsidies have an
important role to play in the price stabiliza-
tion program, it is equally clear that they
are a supplement to, and not a substitute
for other parts of the program. These other
controls must be tightened if the program
is to be carried out.

First, controls exercised over demand and
supply factors by other parts of the Gov=
ernment must be pushed more vigorously.
This means more taxation and saving. It
also means more effective control of man-
power, production and allocation of sup=
plies, so that labor, materials and produc=
tive facilitles are used where they are needed.
Those in charge of production usually take
it for granted all too readily that higher
prices will solve their problems. Now that
the use of price is ruled out by the “hold
the line” order, the danger exists that they
will want to use subsidies in the same in-
discriminate manner. It must be realized
that main reliance in the guidance of pro-
duction must be placed on direct action
with respect to production, allocation, and
manpower.

Becond, where prices are controlled only
at some stages of processing or distribu-
tion, measures should be taken to see that
they are controlled at all stages. Although
a rise in prices at the uncontrolled stages
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could be offset by subsidies, failure to con-
trol these prices might make it difficult to
limit the amount of subsidy required.

Third, better enforcement of price ceil-
ings is required. This means simpler ceil-
ings and more vigorous policing, which in
turn means cooperation from other Govern-
ment agencies and adequate funds for an
enforcement staff. If existing ceilings are
not made effective, no purpose is served
by using a subsidy to hold them down or
reduce them. To do so would be to put
Government money in the pockets of viola-
tors.

II. CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH SUBSIDIES ARE
NOT TO BE GRANTED

In the light of the purpose of subsidies, it
is pessible to lay down credit conditions
which must be met before their use in par-
ticular cases is justified. These conditions
are designed to insure that subsldies are not
used where the objectives can be accom-
pHshed by more desirable means and, further,
to Insure that when subsidies are used their
purpose will in fact be accomplished.

4. Subgidies should not be granted in con-
neetion with commodities that are not im-
portant to war production or to the cost
of living ‘

This requirement hardly needs explanation.

A rise In the price of commodities that are

unimportent either to war production or to

the cost of living will not bring about the
break-down of the price-stabllizing program,

B. The subsidy must be required to obtain
necessary production and distribution at
prices consistent with the stabilization
program
1. This implies that all feasible steps to

reduce costs shall have been taken before a

Bubsidy program is put into opsration. To

the extent that such steps have not been

taken, a subsidy cannot be regarded as neces-
sary. Where action to reduce cost has been
initiated but not completed, it may be de-

Birable to make it clear that the subsidy is

temporary, pending the completion of cost

reductions, and that its subsequent reduc-
tion or elimination is contemplated.

Among the steps that may be taken to
effect such cost reductions are elimination
of wastes and extravagances, crdinary econo-
mies of management, standardization of
products, and simplification of products and
services. These measures are necessary not
only to reduce the money costs of doing busi-
ness, but also to obtain maximum use of re-
sources for war If subsidies permitted the
continuance of wasteful and inefficient pro-
duction, whether in the war or civilian sphere,
they would impede the war effori. It cannot
be emphasized too strongly, however, that
the Office of Price Administration has only
limited power to promote cost-reduction pro-
grams. The fulfillment of this condition re-
quires that other Government agencles put
Into effect positive programs, and that these
progragns be coordinated to achieve the pur-
pose. This, in turn, requires full backing
“Ifrom the Office of War Mobilization.

2. The requirement that the subsidy must
be necessary precludes the use of industry-
wide subsidies to compensate for cost in-
creases or price reductions when firms pro-
ducing 75 percent of the output are covering
direct costs of production by a sufficlent mar-
gin and, in addition, are earning over-all
profits sufficlent to permit absorbing the cost

increases or price reductions without subsi-.

dies. This means, for one thing, that an
industry-wide subsidy should not be paid if,
without 1t, a price increase would not be
granted under the standards prescribed by
the applicable statutes and Executive orders.
It also means that an industry-wide subsidy
‘should not be paid in connection with a price
Teduction if the price reduction can be ef-
fected without it under the standards pre-
ecribed by the applicable statutes and Execu-
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tive orders. Where a subsidy is used In con-
nection with a price reduction, it should leave
the revenues of an industry no lower than
they would have been if the price reduction
had been limited to the amount permissible
without subsidy.

In cases where a subsidy may not be paid
to an industry as a whole under these criteria,
a subsidy may nevertheless be necessary for
the marginal output which is needed to ob-
tain essential supplies. In such cases, sub-
sidies should be paid only on specified por-
tions of the output, and only on condition
that such output has actually been produced.

3. A third corollary is that the possibility
of price adjustments at earller or later stages
of production or distribution must be ex-
plored before subsidies are used. When a
cost increase cannot be absorbed at the stage
where it cccurs, it may be possible elther to
lower prices at earlier stages without reduc-
ing returns below minimum levels or to raise
prices at the current or later stages without
ralsing prices to the ultimate consumer.

4. Before a subsidy is used, the possibili-
ties of Government purchase and sale and of
differential price ceillngs to private buyers
should be explored. By purchasing at prices
adjusted to the needs of different producers
and selling at a uniform price, corresponding
roughly to the average of prices it paid. the
Government can sometimes permit producers
who need-a higher price to get it without
significantiy raising the general level of prices
for the product. By using differential price
cellings on sales to private buyers, also, a
price increase may sometimes be permitted
those who need a higher price to get it with-
out having significant price-raising effects.

5. Where direct costs of producing or dis-
tributing one commodity exceed the price
but over-all profits of an Industry are high, it
may be pessible to avoid tHe use of subsidies
by raising the price of the one commodity
and reducing prices on one or more of its
other products, thus preserving general price
stability while permitting direct costs to be
covered. A

6. Necessary production of commodities Is
sometimes impeded by the competition of
lIess essential commeodities for land, labor, or
supplies. In such cases production of the
more essentlal commodity can sometimes be
increased by reducing the price of the less
essential product, thereby discouraging its
preduction and releasing the resources. This
possibility should be explored before subsidies
are used,

C. Subsidies should not be paid in connection
with any commodity the retail price of
which is not at the same time controlled

As I have pointed out above, if the price to
the ultimate consumer cannot be effectively
controlled, the subsidy is wasted so far as the
consuming public is concerned. It should be
noted, however, that subsidies themselves
can, in some cases, be used to make ceilings
more effective and to simplify them. For ex-
ample, they may make it possible to compen-
sate for differences of cost between different
sellers and thereby to shift retall ceilings
from a mark-up hasis to a uniform dollar
and cents basis, or to maintain such uniform
dollar and cents ceilings where they already
exist. Since the latter ceilings are by far the
most effective, this is one of the best uses
to which a subsidy can be put. In view of
the possibility of securing greater effective-
ness of ceilings through use of the subsidy
device itself, the condition that the retail
price must he effectively centrolled should
not be interpreted to mean that effective
control must exist prior to the initiation of
a subsidy program, but merely that it must
exist durlng the operation of a subsidy pro-
gram.

It is also desirable that prices in earlier
stages of production and distribution be ef-
fectively controlled, either by ceilings or by
other means. Since such control is not al-
ways feasible, however, and since lack of it
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will not necessarily meke subs!dy programs
undesirable, this condition should be regard-
ed as desirable, but not absolutely necessary.

D. Subsidies should not be used unless there
is a direct net saving from their use

Bubsidies should not be used in any case
where the cost of the subsidy, including ad-
ministrative coBts, exceeds the price increase
avoided or the price reduction effected by the
use of the subsidy. Where a subsidy applied
to one of several commodities will have the
same effect on the cost of living 1t should be
applied to the commedity where the direct
saving per dollar of subsidy cost is greatest.
Although the direct savings are less impor-
tant than the indirect benefits of avolding
subsequent price and wage increases, the ab-
sence of any direct saving makes the benefit
from use of a subsidy more difficus; = meas-
ure, There are s0 many cases in w» ich a
subsidy can achleve measurable gaing that
a program so confined can still accomplish
its purpose. .

E. Subsidies should not be used where the
cost of administering them would exceed
« one-quarter of 1 percent of the price in-
crease avoided or the price reduetion af-
fected
This limitation should be imposed to re-
assure those who are concerned lest the
cost of administering the program be enor-
mous. This limitation has been expressed
in terms of the amount of saving rather than
the amount of the subsidy because the latter
appears to be a less logical basis for deter-
mining whether the subsidy is worth its cost.
In most cases the cost of administration
would be increased by efforts to limit rigor-
ously the amounts paid, thus raising from
both sides the ratio of administrative cost
to amount of payment. Such efforts should
not be discouraged.

F. Subsidies should in general not be granted
in compensation for such increases of unit
overhead costs as reflect merely curtail-
ment in the volume of operations

The preservation of firms whose output
has been curtalled is an important problem,
both from a social and economic point of
view. But it is a problem distinct from that
of maintaining price stability while obtain-
ing necessary production, and it should be
dealt with apart from a subsidy program de-
signed to maintain wartime economic stabi-
lization. Where direct costs are being cov-
ered, production and distribution will ordi-
narily continue over the short run, even
though all accounting costs may not be
covered. In general, no subsidy under this
program Is required in such cases.

There are, of course, exceptions to this
generalization. For example, owners of
small firms may shift into other, more prof-
itable occupations, If their trade can be
turned over to other firms, such transfers
will make for the best wartime use of re-
sources, On the other hand, where failure
to grant a subsidy will impede the produc-
tion or distribution of an important com-
modity, an exception may be made to this
rule.

It should be understood, of course, that
the rule itself does not preclude the use of
a subsidy in connection. with a commodity
solely because its output may have been cur-
tailed, but merely precludes subsidization
of that part of the cost increase that re-
sults from the curtaflment. Cost increases
due to other causes may be subsidized.

G. The aggregate amount of subsidies that
do not involve direct saving on Government
purchases should be limited to $2,000,000,-
000 for the fiscal year 1944
I think it highly desirable that we an-

nounce such a limitation on the program we

contemplate in order to make it clear that
the proposed program does not open the way
to potentially unlimited subsidy expendi-
tures. In addition, such a limitation would
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be of great assistance to us in resisting pres-
sures to extend subsldies where thelr use is
. hot warranted.

This restriction should obviously not apply,
however, to subsidies that will involve direct
net savings to the Government as a buyer.

III, CHOICE OF METHOD FOR SUBSIDIZATION

A. Technigue

While subsidization is usually thought of
as involving direct payments by the Treas-
ury, this is only one of several methcds by
which subsidies may be pald. In addition to
direct payments, the Government may pur-
chase the entire output of a commodity at
a price that gives the desired return to the
industry and sell back at lower prices, either
to the same firms from which it bought or
to firms at the next stage of production
or distributlon. The trading loss, equal to
the excess of purchase price over sale price,
is a subsidy. This method is used by the
Commedity Credit Corporation. A third
method, really only a variation of the second,
is for the Government to purchase only a
part Instead of all of the output and sell
it at a loss. This procedure is used in the
case of the premium-price plan for nonferrous
metals. The Metals Reserve Co. buys the
high-cost portion of copper, lead, and zinc
production at prices higher than the ceiling
and sells it at the ceiling price. A fourth
method is the provision of a service at a loss.
This technique is used by the War Shipping
Administration when it provides war-risk
insurance and other services at premiums
wh;ch aggregate less than the total clalms
paid.

The technique to be used in any particular
case should depend upon the nature of the
commeodity, its market structure, and other
aspects of the organization of the industry.
It is neither possible nor desirable to lay
down any rigid rules as to the best procedure,
Bince the cholce will depend upon a variety
of factors that cannot always be foreseen.

Some important considerations may ba
mentioned, however. Purchase and sale by
the Government permits the supply and its
allocation to be effectively controlled. Where

. the geographical distribution of the supply or
its distribution between uses, including stock-
. piles, needs to be better controlled, this is an
important advantage of the purchase and
sale technique. The method of purchase and
sale, moreover, by substituting a single buyer,

the Government, for a large number of pri~

vate buyers, permits the price at the stage of
subsidization to be controlled. It may be
desirable to have control take this form. For
example, in the case of certain Imports, sup=-
plies are controlled by foreign - monopolies,
A rise in the import price cannot be effec-
tively resisted by many private importers who
are competing with each other, but It can
be resisted by a Government agency which
does all the importing. On the other hand,
where such considerations are absent, the
method of purchase and sale should not be
used.

At present, the choice of technique is great-
ly influenced by restrictions on the powers
of the wvarious Government agencies. The

Commodity Credit Corporation, for example,

has taken the position that it is powerless
to make direct grants, but can only buy and
sell., While the substantive difference be-
tween these two procedures is sometimes vir-
tually nil, it seems to me that the law
should permit the administrators of the pro-
gram to ufe whicheyer technique is appro-
priate, rather than force them to make the
choice on the basis of restrictions imposed
before the program was contemplated.

B. Stage at which subsidy should be paid

1. In addition to choosing the technique
to bhe used, the Government must also decide
at what stage of production or distribution
the subsidy is to be paid. In this connec-
tion it should be understood that a subsidy
need not be paid at the stage where a cost
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increase originally occurs. It should be pald
at the level where it can be most efficiently
administered, having regard both to the
cost and the effectiveness of administration.

2. An additional consideration 1is the
amount of direct saving that can be obtained
for a given subsidy expenditure. Insofar as
price ceilings are determined upon the basis
of percentage margins, this saving will be
greater the earlier the stage at which the
subsidy is paid.

I have no doubt whatever that a subsldy
program of the type outlined above is essen-
tial to the stabllization program, I am con=-
vinced that the standards set forth in this
letter provide adequate safeguards agalnst
unwise use of the program.

Sincerely yours,
PreNTISS M. BROWN.
Administrator.,

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? :
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. I shall be glad to
yield if the Senator from Connecticut has
concluded.
Mr. MALONEY, I have concluded, I
thank the Senator from Wyoming.
Mr. OMAHONEY. Then I yield o the
Senator from Washington.

* Mr, BONE. Mr. President, let me take
a moment to submit for the Recorp a
table and a letter. The table was sup-
piled by Mr. C. M. Elkinton, price execu-
tive of the Office of Price Administra-
tion. Itis a list of wartime subsidies and
appears on page 54 of the commitiee re-
port on the pending bill. I ask that it be
printed in the body of the Recorp at this
point, as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the table
was ordered fo be printed in the REkc-
ORD, as follows:

Wartime subsidies
[Taken from Business Week, May 22, 1043]

Estimated
Commodity Type of subsidy Bupervisory agency annual rate
of subsidy

Various imports.....- Abso;gﬂon of certain payments on war-risk in- Wsr Shlpplng Administra- | $03, 000, 000

Bogar. e Payments to refiners to cover increased trans- Delense Supplies C
portation costs and losses resulting from redue- uERliss Corpare | R
tion in weight through transshipment,

Eoybean, cottonseed, | Payment to refineries (114 cent per pound) to | Commodity Credit Corpo- | 17,000,000

Cnml peang:énus. A F uln:ai-h rising prltosawut I.h? far le I‘:1 ol, P Mrat nn,

opEer, il neentive paymen create produetion in mar- etals Reserve Company... 100, 000
gine, | ' ginal m (production beyand estahlished i “
quotas earries a premium of 5 cents per pound
for copper and 23 cents for lead and zine).
Henequin. . ooocceaeo. A:sun;gtcieor:: Fci Ligher costs In transportation, in- De!ense Supplies Corpora- 5, 600, 000
Petroleum and pe- | Payments for inereased transportation costs, rafl d --------------------- 263,000, 000
troleum products, hauls, insurance, ete, o Wa: Shipping Administra- | 150, 000, 000
Imported metals...... Ahsorption of (1) higher 1hipping costs and (2) \Ietals Reserve Company.. .
; ra R e e | Gare o it
ODPEL SCTAD. - = mmeeee rption of costs in connection with conver- | Copper Recovery C 2
L2 sion of execess manufacturers’ inventories into 1?0?1 s 1% o
electralytic copper.

Nicotine sulfate....... Payments to manufacturers to compensate for Agncultural Marketing Ad- 1, 750, 000

ses in price at the [arm level ministration

Alcohol, e ieaes Absorption by the Giovernment of higher grain | Commodity Credit Cor ra (0]
and maolasses prices, freight charges, and war- tion anff Defense

) il Drislljlinsuraill:o stk £ (13 ab " plics Carporation.

ituminous coal...... ouble subsidy consisting ol absorption of Shl in| Admhtlstm- 1 000
additlonal costs on water-borne coal to New i gl
England, and (2) direct payments for rail De.ensa Supplies Corpora- | 40, 000, 000
I ted ofl-bearing 'I‘mllcmm:lmmu Office of Price Ad- Ct dity Credit C
mported ofl- ‘0 keep down pressure on [ L] ommaodity Credit Corpora- - 800, 000
seeds, ' ministration ceflings, imported oil-bearing tion, 1 =
seeds are purchased by the Government and
put into trade channels at a loss,

Colfee Payments, direct or indirect, to cut transporta- e e S R SR 7, 000, 000

Ll;r;n ?:u::;lqn)s and absarb’ higher insurance War Shipping Administra- | 14, 000, 000
1 on.

Chilean nitrate.......| Absorption by the Gove of increases in r‘ f Bupplies Corpora- 000
foreign sellers’ prices s‘nd of increased trans- tion. & i g
portation and insurance costs.

Cheddar. .o et o Pa ments to processors to enable them to pur- | Commodity Credit Corpo- | 30, 000, 000

ase milk for additional cheese production. ration.

Canhing ¢rops. -ceeea- Pa} ments to processors to get bigger supplies of |.....do. 10, 000, 000
tomatoes, peas, sweet corn, and snap beans -
from farmers,

1 No estimata.

Mr. BONE. Mr. President, I also have
a statement from Mr. Jesse Jones to the
Senator from Alabama [Mr, BANKHEAD],
setting out a list of the items on which
subsidies are now being paid by the Gov-
ernment., The statement appears at
pages 13 and 14 of the commitiee report.
I ask unanimous consent that the state-
ment be printed at this point in the Rec-
ORD, as a part of my remarks.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to-be printed in the
REcoRD, as follows:

Bection 2 (e) of the Price Control Act au-
thorizes the Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration to buy and sell, or to subsidize, those
materials which are designated by the Fresi-
dent as critical and strategic.

Eubsidies in one form or another have been
& matter of administration policy since 1940,

first in the defense program and later in the
war effort.

Due to submarine warfare Defense Supplies
Corporation is paying excess transportation
charges, and in some instances excess cost, on

petroleum products. The estimated net cost:

of this operation for 1943 is from ninety-five
to one hundred milllon dollars, propably from
forty to fifty million dollars for 1944,

For the same reason the Corporation 1is
paying excess transportation costs on coal to
New York and New England. The estimated
cost of this program for the year is $25,000,000.

Defense Supplies Corporation paid trans-

portation costs in distributing sugar through=-
out the country up to December 16, 1942,
This included sugar from Cuba and the cost
of moving beet sugar from the West to the
New England area. Since then Commodity
Credit Corporation has handled sugar.

Disbursements have been approximately
$23,000,000.



6492

All Chilean nitrate of soda imported from
July 1, 1942, to June 1, 1943, is for the ac-
count of Defense Supplies Corporation. Sale
of this nitrate of soda within the Office of
Price Administration price ceilings will result
in an estimated loss of 7,000,000, of which
about one-half is due to transportation costs.

Because of the critical shortage of fibers for
rope and binder twine which was brought
about principally because of the loss of the
Philippines and the Dutch East Indies, De-
fynse Supplies Corporation is purchasing
fibers in Mexico, the West Indles, and East
Africa. This fiber is landed in the United
States wherever possible and the high costs of
the fiber and the high rail transportation
costs to destination will result in an esti-
mated loss of approximately $5,000,000 for
1843,

The purchase and resale of idle tires will
result in a loss to Defense Supplies Corpora-
ticon estimated at §20,000,000.

Formerly this country obtained its supply
of jewel bearings almost entirely from Switz-
erland. In order to induce American manu-
facturers to produce them, Defense Supplies
Corporation has agreed to purchase the out-
put of American manufacturers at a price
which entails a very substantial loss. It is
estimated this loss will approximate 7,500,000
& year.

In order to cbtain the necessary production
of aluminum rivets which are used princi-
pally in airplane manufacture, it was nec-
essary to have them produced by high-cost
manufacturers who were not normally in the
business. Defense Supplies Corporation has
agreed to subsidize the production of these
riyets, at an estimated loss of $5.000,000 for
a year.

This applies also to aluminum rod and
bars, on which the estimated loss is $1,000,000.

Defense Supplies Corporation has agreed
to pay the excess cost of purchasing petro-
leum coke at inland locations, transporting
it to the west coast and processing it into
~calcined coke. This is done to avoid inter-
ference with the maximum production of 100-
octane gasoline and Navy fuel oil on the
west coast. The estimated loss is §2,500,000.

Metals Reserve Company has been paying
premiums on certain excess domestic pro-
duction of copper, lead, and zinc since Feb-
ruary 1, 1942, At the present rate of pre-
miums and production this will cost approx-
imately 253,000,000 a year, but due to efforts
to further stimulate production, this cost
may be in¢reased to as much as $80,000,000
annually by the end of 1943.

Metals Reserve Company is purchasing
and selling idle and excess inventories of raw
materials and partly and fully fabricated ma-
terials frozen in the hands of the holders; it
is aleo purchasing scrap metals where the
cost, including preparation, handling, refin-
ing, freight, etc., will entail substantial losses.
It is estimated that in 1943 these losses will
aggregate §27,000,000.

Metals Reserve Company is encouraging the
production of various and sundry metals in
this country through buying them at a high
price and selling them at ceiling prices.

In addition to copper, lead, and zinc, these
include arsenie, beryllium, cadmium, chrome,
cobalt, fluorspar, graphite, iron ore, kyanite,
magnesium, manganese, mercury, mica, mo-
lybdenum, rutile, spcdumene, talc, tantalum,
tin, tungsten, and vanadium. The loss on
these items probably will be about $25,000,000.

These materials come from one or more of
the following BStates: Pennsylvania, Utah,
Texas, Arkansas, Alaska, Californla, Idaho,
North Carolina, Oregon, Washington, Mon-
tana, Vermont, Michigan, Arizona, Missourl,
Alabama, New Jersey, Colorado, Georgia, Ne~
vada, New Mexico, Oklahoma, South Dakota,
Tennessee, Virginia, West Virginia, Wyoming,
and New York.

Metals Reserve Company Is paying abnor-
mal transportation costs and losses on the
purchase of various metals and minerals from
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Latin America and elsewhere abroad. The
estimated loss on these for 1943 is about
$25,000,000.

In the manufacture of synthetic rubber,
the purchase of natural rubber from foreign
countries, the purchase of scrap rubber for
reclaim purposes, and the development of
new sources of rubber, the cost is problemati-
cal. These activities are carried on by Rub-
ber Reserve Company and Rubber Develop-
ment Company.

In the case of meat and butter, the Price
Administrator announced a reduction of ap-
proximately 10 percent to the consumer on
these items. Obviously if this reduction
were rolled back to the cattle and hog ralser
and the price of cattle and hogs were reduced
accordingly, the supply”of meat would be re-
tarded at a time when the maximum supply is
most needed.

For this reason the Director of Economic
Stabilization directed that I arrange with an
agency of the Reconstruction Finance Corpo-
ration to pay subsidies on meat and butter
to assure maximum production. The Presi-
dent approved the payment of these sub-
sidies up to §450,000,000.

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation
subsidiaries act as service agencies in the war
program. When the President, the War Pro-
duction Board, the War Department, the
Navy Department, the Maritime Commission,
the Petroleum Administration for War, the
Board of Economic Warfare, the Rubber Di-
rector, and the Director of Economic Stabili-
zation establishes the need for plant facil-
ities, materials, services, or supplies for which
no other provision is made, the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation, through one of the
above-named subsidiaries, when requested to
do so by the appropriate war agency, and
with my approval, undertakes to provide
them. In this way it serves those responsi-
ble for war production and war policies,
Neither the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration nor I make policies.

Mr. SMITH. Mr. President, I rise to
a question of personal privilege. I desire
to apologize to the Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. Aixen] for the facetious way
in which I referred to his amendment
to the pending bill. I did not mean to
leave the impression that I was opposed
to his amendment. I think his amend-
ment would be a vast improvement over
what we now have or over the pending
measure., In my opinion, the Senator is
one of the best Americans in this body,
and I desire to take this opportunity to
apologize to him for the manner in which
I referred to his amendment, I did not
know the Senator was present, I wanted
to say some complimentary things while
he was here because -I was afraid he
might read them and think I had not
meant them. Mr. President, of all the
Members of the Senate, the Senator from
Vermont is the last one I would choose to
offend. ;

Mr., O'MAHONEY. Mr. President, be-
fore the message from the President was
received, I had sent to the desk a sug-
gested amendment in which I had at-
tempted to meet the various principles
set forth by me with respect to the proper
solution of our problem of agricultural
production. I should like now to take a
few moments more to analyze that sug-
gestion. -

WOULD TRANSFER POWER TO FOOD ADMINISTRATOR

The proposal which I have sent to the
desk and which I had read undertakes
to meet the problem by transferring from
the Office of Price Administration to the
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Office of the War Food Administrator all
powers with respect to the payment of
subsidies for food products. The object
of that, as I stated, is perfectly simple.
The power to pay subsidies to increase
agricultural production should be vested
in an official who understands agricul-
tural production and who is charged with
the duty of maintaining if, rather than
in the hands of an official whose duty is
to keep prices down, and who, strive as
he may, will naturally tend to keep them
down, even at the expense of securing
necessary production, :

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
before the Senator leaves that point,
will he yield to me so that I may ask him
a gquestion?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Certainly; I yield.

Mr, VANDENBERG. Is it not logical
to carry the Senator’s theory still fur-
ther, and to concentrate the total food
control in the Food Administration?

Mr. O'MAHONEY, Mr. President, it
might be very logical, but I do not think
it is praectical. I have endeavored to
draft phraseology which would preserve
the objective of the Executive with re-
spect to the war against inflation, and
at the same time preserve the objective
of everyone which is to be certain that
the necessary agricultural production is
assured. I think nothing would be
gained by adopting a provision which
would meet a veto. I am endeavoring
to work out, if I can, a constructive solu-
tion for a problem which everyone rec-
ognizes to be of great seriousness.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT, What puzzles me is that
the Senator emphasizes the fact that
Mr. Davis, rather than Mr. Brown, should
have this power; but what assurance’
have we that Mr. Davis will be War Food
Administrator by the time the bill is
passed? There are rumors that he al-

_ready is dissatisfied because he is not

given full power, and is about to resign.
How do we know that Mr. Brown may
not be War Food Administrator by the
time the bill is passed?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The Senator is
quite correct. We do not know who will
be War Food Administrator. I hope
that Mr, Davis will remain in the posi-
tion to which he was called. Like all
other Members of the Senate with whom
I have talked, I have the highest con-
fidence in him; but if he goes out of office
for any reason, I feel confident that
there will be appointed in his place a
War Food Administrator who under-
stands agriculture. In the light of the
discussion whieh is taking place, or the
statements which I am making, I am
confident that a War Food Administra-.
tor would not be selected from the Office
of Price Administration. That would
be a defeat of the clear purpose of my
proposal.

I was about to say that my amendment
has another advantage, in that it reaches
the problem with which we are con-
cerned without touching the other prob-
lems respecting production of war min-
erals. It does not deal with strategic
or critical materials. It does not de-
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prive the R. F. C. of any power over
minerals. It deals solely with food.

Mr. President, I am addressing myself
to the Chair as well as to Members of
the Senate.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
is very glad to be addressed.

Mr. O’'MAHONEY. I recognize the
Vice President as an eminent expert
in agriculture; and I am quite sure that
his influence, if exerted on this problem,
would be most beneficial to agriculture.

My amendment would avoid all the
difficulties which have arisen in connec-
tion with each of the amendments which
has been proposed, because it would elim-
inate all questions of copper, oil, lead,
zine, or any of the other metals for which
bonuses and subsidies are being paid.

*“Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr, TAFT. There is one other diffi-
culty which I have with the Senator’s
amendment. It is my impression that
if Mr. Brown, the Price Administrator,
and Mr. Jones were asked their real opin-
ions, they would not be in favor of the
roll-back-subsidy program: but they
were committed to it by the President of
the United States, when he answered
John L. Lewis and announced that he
was going to roll back prices. I cannot
see what assurance the Senator can give
us that the War Food Administrator
would not accept the direction of the
President of the United States on that
question, just as the Price Administrator

and the Secretary of Commerce have

done,

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Ifthe Senator will
bear with me, and read the wording of
the amendment, I think he will find that
at least an attempt has been made to
meet that precise problem.

The War Food Administrator being
made the administrator of food subsi-
dies, the next step is to determine what
foods shall be produced. So the amend-
ment prcvides that he shall administer
these powers in such manner as to obtain
the maximum necessary production of
food in the quantities specified by the
President, to assure (1) an adequate sup-
ply of food for the armed forces; (2) an
adequate supply for essential civilian
needs; (3) an adequate supply for carry-
ing out the policy of lend-lease; (4) an
adequate supply for war-relief purposes,

That places upon the President the re-
sponsibility of determining the amount
of food necessary. I assume that he
would act through the War Food Admin-
istrator; and I assume that without any
question the estimated quantities would
be such as would be designed to carry
out the already announced policy of the
President with respect to those various
matters. We cannot think of carrying
out the President’s policy of war relief, to
which he has assigned Governor Lehman,
unless he is willing to see that the neces-
sary quantity of food is produced. We
cannot think that he would fail to do
everything possible to produce the neces-
sary quantity to enable him to carry out
the lease-lend policy, which is his policy.
We cannot believe that he would hesitate
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to encourage the production of whatever
food may be necessary to meet essential
civilian needs. Above all, there can be no
doubt that his purpose would be to see
that there was food enough for the armed
forces.

Then there is the proviso that—

No subsidy payment shall be made unless
the average price received by producers in
the market place for such commodities meets
the requirements of section 3 of the act
approved October 2, 1942 (Public Law 729,
T7th Cong.).

In that act, Mr. President, the Con-
gress came to an agreement with the
President as to the returns which the
producers of agricultural commodities
should receive. This provision is so
drafted that it would be possible to have
the normal operation of the market sup-
port the prices which the producers
ought to have.

The next proviso is in the nature of a
limitation: ;.

Provided further, That the amount of
such subsidy payments shall not exceed in
the aggregate the amount recommended by
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
and approved by the Congress.

The purpose of that provision was
clearly to provide an avenue for the
President to make his estimates and
have them submitted to Congress and
approved by the Congress. This would
put an end to the by-passing of the legis-
lative branch of the Government. The
Senator from Utah [Mr. Murpock] has
suggested that the reference to the Di-
rector of the Bureau of the Budget might
result in giving the Director a power
which he does not now have over Con-
gress. Recognizing the validity of that
criticism, I am willing to change it from
the Director of the Bureau of the Budget
to the President; and if I offer the
amendment I shall make-that change.

Finally, there is the concluding provi-
sion:

Provided further, That nothing herein
shall be construed to prevent the payment
by the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
or any other Government agency of subsidies
which have accrued prior to the date of the
enactment of this act,

The purpose of that provision is to
recognize the good faith of the Office
of Price Administration in the action it
has already taken, and to guarantee the
payment of subsidies which the O. P. A,
and the R. F. C. have pledged. We
should not repudiate their action, but
we ought to bring it to an end.

Mr. TYDINGS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. Has Congress au-
thorized the R. F. C. and the O. P. A. to
enter into contracts embodying the prin-
ciple of the subsidy for food?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Yes.

Mr. TYDINGS. What provision of
the law does the Senator use in support
of his affirmative answer?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Section 2 (e) of
the Emergency Price Control Act of
1942,

Mr. TYDINGS. Would the Senator
mind reading it, if it is not too long?
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Mr. O'MAHONEY. Not at all.

Mr. “TYDINGS. If he will do so, I
shall be able to follow his argument a
little more closely. :

Mr., O'MAHONEY. Section 2 (e)
reads as follows:

Whenever the Administrator determines
that the maximum necessary production of
any commodity is not being obtained or
may not be obtained during the ensuing
year, he may, on behalf of the United States,
without regard to the proivisions of law re=
quiring competitive bidding, buy or sell at
public or private sale, or store or use, such
commodity in such quantities and in such
manner and upon such terms and conditions
as he determines to be necessary to .obtain
zlfm maximum necessary production there=-

And so forth. Under my amendment
I transfer that power to the War Food
Administrator.

Mr, TYDINGS. Iam notinterested in
who exerts it, but I wish to follow the
Senator's reasoning. As I listened to the
reading of his amendment I gained the
impression—perhaps not accurately—
that the Senator’s amendment applies to
food subsidies only to the extent of com-
mitments already made. Am I jn error
in that impression?

Mr, O'MAHONEY. Yes; the Senator
is in error about that. The amendment
looks to the future.

Mr, TYDINGS. It would put Congress
in more direct alinement with the sub-
sidy principle than does the present law.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. Absolutely. It
weuld preserve the supervisory authority
of the Congress, as it should be preserved.

The Senator will recall that last year
the Committee on Banking and Currency
reported a bill authorizing the R. F. C. to
borrow $5,000,000,000 for subsidy pur-
poses. The bill was rejected by the Sen-
ate and sent back to the committee be-
cause it provided for no congressional
guide. The congressional guide is pro=
vided for in this amendment.

Mr, TYDINGS. Mr. President, will the
Senator further yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield.

Mr. TYDINGS. I have been absent
from the Chamber much of the time dur-
ing the past 3 or 4 days. I have been
attending meetings of the Commitiee on
Appropriations, both morning and after-
noon, and I have missed a great’deal of
the debate. I do not wish to go back
over a matter which has been covered,
but would it put the Senator to great in-
convenience if he should enumerate the
dates, the character of the commodities,
and the amounts of subsidies which have
already been authorized under the provi-
sion which the Senator has just read?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. The subsidies au-
thorized were not under that provision.
They were under another provision
which follows immediately to the one
which I just read. That is the provision
which was written in by Congress for the -
purpose.of enabling the R. F. C. to pay
subsidies to producers of strategic and
critical materials. The only reason that
provision has been utilized for food is the
declaration by the President that coffee,
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meat, and butter are strategic and criti-
cal materials.

Mr, TYDINGS. Will the Senator fur-
ther yield?

Mr. OMAHONEY. I yield.

Mr, TYDINGS. Will the Senator give
me the date and the amounts of subsi-
dies promised by the agency authorized
to make subsidy payments so that I may
ascertain in more defail what the situa-
tion is at the present time? The Sen-
ator has made some study of the subject
and is familiar with it.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I am sorry that I
cannot give the Senator all the figures
for which he has asked. I do not have
the totals in mind. They appear in the
Recorp, however, About the 1st or 2d of
June the program with respect to butter,
meat, and coffee was announced. With
respect to meat, the measure of the sub-
sidy was 2 cents a pound to the packers,
on the carcass. Of course, the aggregate
amount would depend on the number of
pounds sold.

Mr. TYDINGS. I do not wish to divert
the Senator from his argument. If I
am doing so, he can so indicate, and I
will desist. )

Mr. O'MAHONEY. No; the Senator is
not diverting me. I made the principal
part of my argument while the Senator
was in attendance at the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. TYDINGS. May I ask the Senator
further if the three subsidies for food to
which he made reference are of recent
crigin? Did the Administrator put them
into effect the 1st of June this year?

Mr. O'MAHONEY, It was about that
time.

Mr. TYDINGS. According to the an-
nouncement of the subsidy authority,
how long were the subsidies to run?
They were to start in June. Was there
a time limit?

Mr. OMAHONEY. So far as I know,
there was no time limit. That is the
policy which was announced.

Mr. TYDINGS. The Senator can see
what I am leading to. If a Senator
should desire to vote against the prin-
ciple of subsidy without repudiating con-
tracts which the Congress has author-
ized the subsidy authority to make, he
would have to know what the commit-
ments were in order to cast an intelli-
gent vote on the guestion at issue.

Mr."O'MAHONEY. One of the prin-
cipal points for which I was contending
before the Senator entered the Chamber
was that the principle of the payment of
subsidies has been recognized by Con-
gress over and over again.

Mr. TYDINGS. That is true.

Mr. OMAHONEY. It has been recoz-
nized specifically and also in general
terms in many instances.

Mr. TYDINGS. Iknow that to be true,
particularly as to critical materials, in
which ecategory foods have now been
included.

Mr, O'MAHONEY. So, in my judg-
ment, the rejection now in toto of the
subsidy principle would upset our entire
economy, and it should not be done.

Mr. TYDINGS. I believe that a good
case can be made for critical materials,
but I am wondering if as good a case
could be made for butter, meat, and
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coffee, assuming that no time limit were
set upon the subsidy program as it relates
to those three commodities.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. My purpose is to
put an end to that program and, if it
shall be necessary, to authorize the War
Food Administrator to initiate a new
program. However, I think it can be
administered in such way as to reduce
the amount of subsidies. Everyone who
has familiarized himself with the work
of the Commodity Credit Corporation
and the work of the Department of Agri-
culture knows that those two agencies
have been most careful in the exercise
of the subsidy pregram. I think no one
challenges the ability, th2 efficiency, and

-the high-mindedness of the men who

have been deing the work of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. Our prob-
lem here is to find a way of having all
the agencies work together.

Mr. President, with respect to the
amendment offered by the distinguished
Senator from Missouri [Mr. Crarxl, I
wish briefly to say that in my opinion
it is open to the criticism that if adopted
it would upset our whole economy. It
was initiated, if I correctly understand
the Senator, because he felt, as I did,
that the food problem has been mis-
handled, and that the power of paying
subsidies in this manner should be
ended. But in seeking fo accomplish
that result, he offered an amendment
which would end all other subsidies, and
seriously cripple the war effort. There-
fore, the amendment was amended on
the floor of the Senate. However, I be-
lieve that the changes which have been
made in it are not such as will cure the
defect in the amendment.

In my opinion the amendment offered
on behalf of the Committee on Banking
and Currency is also defective because
it would not stop the roll-back., It
would not control the payment of sub-
sidies. Moreover, it would amend the
law which Congress enacted providing
that subsidies should be paid to pro-
ducers. For that reason, in my judg-
ment it should not be adopted in its
present form. b

Mr. President, I have already sent to
the desk a proposed amendment which
has been read and which will appear in
the Recorp. It would slter the amend-
‘ment offered by the Senator from Ala-
bama in the following respects: On page
2, line 7, it would strike out the word “is™
and insert in lieu the words “and the
Commodity Credit Corperation are”; so
that subsection (a) would read:

The Reconstruction Finance Corporation
and the Commodity Credit Corporation are
authorized to borrow money and pay to
shippers of commodities or others the in-
creased costs of transportation resulting
from the war emergency.

Subparagraph (b) is allowed to remain
as it is. That is the paragraph which
authorizes the R, F. C. to borrow money
and pay subsidies relating to, or purchase
for the purpose of selling at a loss,
strategic and eritical materials,

Then I propose to strike out all of sub-
sections (c), (d), and (e), and to substi-
tute new language. The reason I strike
out (¢) and (d) is that they were made
interchangeable, and they do not prevent
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the roll-back. Subsection (¢) authorizes
the R. F. C. to borrow $500,000,000 in
order to obtain the maximum necessary
production of or to purchase commodities
to prevent price increases.

Subsection (d) authorizes the Com-
modity Credit Corporation to borrow not
to exceed $175,000,000 and to pay sub-
sidies or purchase commeodities, but sub-
section (e) then authorizes the transfer
cf these funds back and forth, so that
the amendment, in these three para-
graphs amounts to an authorization of
$675,000,600 to be used in the way which
has already been criticized and which
should be abandoned.

That is overcome by inserting in place
of the three paragraphs which I have just
analyzed this language: )

(c) The Reconstruction Finance Corpora=-
tlon is authorized to borrow and use such
sums as may be necessary to liquidate all
subsidy payments which have accrued prior
to July 1, 1943, under the terms of the so-
calied roll-back program,

That provision stops the roll-back,
and it stops it at the end of this month,
and in connection with the other lan-
guage it provides an agricultural com-
modity program in the hands of the
War Food Administrator.

Then the next paragraph reads:

(d) The Commeodity Credit Corporation is
authorized to borrow not to exceed $175,-
000,000 and to use or allocate any part of
sald sum prior to July 1, 1844, to pay sub-
sidies or purchase commodities for the pur-
pose of selling them at a loss in order to
obtain the necessary production of such
commodities in cases where the average
price received by producers of such com=-
modities in the market place meets the re=
quirements of section 3 of the Act of Oc-
tober 2, 1842 (Public Law 729, TTth Cong.)..
All commitments heretofore made by the
Commodity Credit Corporation for such or
elmilar purposes shall be fulfilled out of
the sum authorized herein, and no further
commitment herein authorized shall be en=
tered into hereafter with any producer, pro=-
cessor or distributor that cannot be ful-
filled out of said sum.

Subsection (e) of the committee
amendment goes out, and subsection (f)
?f) the amendment becomes subsection

e).

Mr, O'DANIEL, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. O'MAHONEY. I yield to the Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. O'DANIEL. As I understand the
proposed amendment of the Senator
from Wyoming, under it if subsidies are
paid they are to be paid for the purpose
of increasing production and payment
shall go to the producer.

Mr, O'MAHONEY., That is correct;
the one who is to do the increasing,

Mr, O'DANIEL, In the present sit
uation it is claimed by those in the cattle
business that already there is a large
surplus of cattle and no shortage, yet,
through marketing quotas set up by O.
P. A., a shortage is created in the meat
market, Would the amendment of the
Senator from Wyoming reach that sit-
uation?

Mr. OMAHONEY. No; my amend-
ment would not, and no amendment that
is pending here would. The only way
that defect can be corrected is to set
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aside the quota, and as to that I agree
with the Senator, but it is not relevant
to the debate here. That is another
problem which ought to be met.

Mr. O'DANIEL. It is certainly related
to the subject in some manner, because
we are discussing the shortage of meat,
whereas there is no shortage of cattle.

Mr. O'MAHONEY. There is no doubt
about that; it is directly related to it;
but the bill before us deals solely with
the question of prices and subsidies for
production. I agree with the Senator
that the population of cattle is so great
that if the quota restrictions were re-
moved livestock would flow to the mar-
kets and the supply could be properly
distributed; but that is another ques-
tion, and the situation referred to by the
Senator from Texas cannot be cured by
this bill.

Mr. President, I am sorry to have taken
s0 much time, but so many questions
were asked me as T was proceeding that
it was unavpidable; and of course I wel-
comed the questions.

I desire now to enter in the RECORD
a letter which I received under date of
June 7 from -the Acting Administra-
tor of O. P. A, in which he announced
that the pregram which has been adopted
by the O. P. A, with respect to meat was
not intended to bring about a roll-back
upon the producer. I insert this in the
Recorp for the purpose of showing the
good faith of O. P, A, I do not ques-
tion their good faith, I do not question
their intent. I say only that the program
did not work as it was intended to work,
and it has brought about a reduction
of price such that the producers of
meat animals cannot sell at the resulting
figure and meet their costs, and there-
fore the roll-back should be discontinued.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request of the Senator
from Wyoming?

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows: :

OFFICE OF PRICE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., June 7, 1943.
The Honorable JosErH C. O'MAHONEY,
United States Senate.

DeAr SEnaTorR O'MAHONEY: A reduction of
meat price ceilings at the retail and whole-
sale levels of approximately 10 percent was
anncunced by this Office on June 5. This
measure was taken as part of a program
designed to meet the requirements of Execu-
tive Order No. 9328, known as the hold-the-
line order, issued by President Roosevelt on
April 8.

Meat was included in the price reduction
Program primari]y because it constitutes the
most important single item in our food
budget, and because the ceiling: prices on
meat are spelled out in dollars and cents
for each cut thus making an effective price
reduction possible.

It is well known that a 10-percent reduc-
tion in meat prices would sharply reduce the
amount of money reflected back to the live-
stock market with a corresponding decline in
livestock prices. It was in full recognition
of this fact that the decision was made to
make subsidy payments equal to the reduc-
tion in meat prices. For example, the ceil-
ing price on carcass beef will be reduced
2 cents a pound and the Government will
pay the slaughterer 2 cents a pound on all
besf sinughtered. The meat packer will thus
rceeive the same amount of money for his

meat as he did prior to the price reduction.
In other words the packer will go into the
livestock market with as much money as he
did prior to this program and the producer
will be protected from the retail and whole=
sale price reduction.

Provision has been made in the subsidy
program for the protection of meat inven-
tories. While the subsidy is effective for
meat slaughtered beginning June 7, the
packer's ceiling prices will not be reduced
until June 14 for fresh and frozen meat and
June 28 for cured and processed meats. This
staggering of dates for the price reductions
will enable those who have inventories of
meat to sell them at the higher prices
which now prevail.

This carefully developed plan is designed
to be an important part of the national eco-
nomic stabilization program, and great care
has been exercised to assure that no part of
the meat industry will be adversely affected
by its operation. .

Bincerely yours, -
GEORGE J. BURKE,
Acting Administrator.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on agreeing to the amendment of the
Senator from Missouri [Mr. CrArRx]l as
modified, as a perfecting amendment to
the amendment of the committee.

Mr. McNARY obtained the floor.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President——

Mr. McNARY. I yield to the Senator.
I thought we were ready for a vote, and
I was about to suggest the absence of a
quorum,

Mr. TUNNELL. I have no cbjection
to that. I wish to speak for a few min-
utes on the question before the Senate.

Mr. McNARY. Ishall not insist, if the
Senator desires to speak. I merely
wanted a gquroum, because I thought we
were about to vote.

Mr. TUNNELL. Perhaps it would be
better to wait until after I have spoken.

The VICE PRESIDENT., The Senator
from Delaware is recognized.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, I have
been much disturbed about the whole
subject of subsidies. Since childhood I
have been opposed to the principle of
subsidies. Since I have been taking any
interest in politics I have been talking
against subsidies. I talked about the
protective tariff when I believed that the
tariff was used as a subsidy, for the pur-
pose of building up immense and swollen
fortunes for which no compensation was
given. I remember opposing the idea of
a payment of 2 cents a pound on sugar,
as I recall the figure, a sugar bounty,
which was a subsidy. Ihave always been
opposed to the idea of giving something
to a business which should be operated
on a purely business basis.

I have been much interested in the
statements which have been made by
those representing the cattle interests
in the West. I was interested in the
statement of the junior Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WHERrRY], in particular,
when he said that the cattle growers
were running on too small a margin of
profit. To my mind, that is a valid and
strong argument, because, after all, the
profit motive is the inducement, the in-
centive, which causes people to transact
business and to do business, and without
that incentive business will not be done,

Perhaps not being acquainted with
that particular business, I have been
somewhat confused by the various state-
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ments which have been made. For in-
stance, we have been told that there is
a shortage of beef in prospect, and the
next minute we are told that there are
more cattle in the country than ever
before. We are told that there is going
to be a shortage of hog meat, and then
we are told that there are 125,000,000
hogs in the country, more than ever be-
fore. We are told that those who pro-
duce cattle and hogs will not send them
to market, and then we are told that
there are unsold animals in the market.
I do not know; I suppose there are ex-
planations of all those things. But the
statements which have been made have
been very confusing to me.

Leaving that matter for a few mo-
ments, I was much disappointed this
morning to hear the Secretary of Com-
merce attacked because he had dared to
send to some of the Senators a statement
as to what had been done. We were
told on the floor of the Senate that the
Secretary sat in a room adjoining this
Chamber and whispered to those who
went by, attempting to induce them to
vote in a particular way.

Mr. President, I am somewhat disap-
pointed in this, because I feel that I have
been slighted. I passed the Secretary
yesterday in the adjoining room, I met
him, and he shook hands with me, but
he did not whisper in my ear, he did not

“tell me that he wanted me to vote for

anything or against anything, I have
just been wondering whether the charge
made on the floor of the Senate was as
baseless as to other Senators as it was
in my own case. If the Secretary is
going to whisper into the ears of others,
I myself should like to know what he is
whispering about; I think he slighted
me,

1t seems that in the particular situa-
tion we are considering we all agree that
conditions are different from what they
were prior to the war. I noticed in this
morning’s Washington Post an article
headed “Brown appeals for subsidies,
Says he cannot control prices without
them.”

This article refers to the man upon
whom the duty is thrown of controlling
prices, and he says he cannot control
them without subsidies. Of course, with
my tendency of mind against subsidies,
such a suggestion is disturbing, and
again I go back to the thought that,
after all, we are at war, and there is very
great difference between what is now re-
quired or what is now justified and what
is justified under ordinary conditions.
Without reading the whole reference to
Price Administrator Brown, I should

- like to have this article, found on page

3 of the Washington Post of this morn-
ing, printed in the Recorn at this point.
The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? s

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

BrROWN APPEALS FOR SUBSIDIES; -SAvs HE Can-
NoT ConTrROL PRICES WIrHOUT THEM

Price Administrator Prentiss Brown last
night declared he cannot administer price
control without the use of subsidies, and sald
the cut in Office of Price Administration
appropriation imposed by the House last
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week will—if agreed to by the Senate—
cripple the Nation’s hold-the-line program
into uselessness.

When the price-control laws were passed,
he asserted in a radio speech directed to the
general public, it was apparent the program
would require “the wuse of Government
funds.”

Bubsidies, the Office of Price Administra-
tion chief declared, provide the cheapest
method of securing production and are neces-
sary “not only to roll back the cost of living
to the level to which we are committed, but
to hold it there.”

The President and the War Labor Board,
Brown sald, have courageously prevented a
gerious break on the wage front and it is
now more than ever necessary “that we hold
on the price front.”

“When Congress takes ifs recess in July”
the Administrator declared, “it will find the
people behind price control. Pressure groups
are strong in the Capital and they often blind
Congressmen to what the average citizen is
thinking,” he contended.

“Only when a Member can talk with those
he knows have no pet cause to plead, can
he get the real low-down on American think-
Ing. I am glad for this reason that Con-
gress is going home,” he said,

“All ground lost on the cost-of-living front
since September 15 must be retaken,” he
declared, “for the alternative of raising wages
to match the rise cannot be considered.”

“The roll-back subsidy program on meat
and butter will save the consumer between
$2 and $3 and the Government at least
$2 for every dollar paid out in subsidies,” he
sald, terming the program the “soundest kind
of finance.”

“On this program,” he sald, “the Office of
Price Administration was faced with two
alternatives. Other than the subsidy, prices
on meat could have been reduced at the farm
level. BSince the Price Control Act specifies
farm prices must not be placed lower than
parity, the lower ceiling at agricultural levels
was impossible.”

If retail prices were to be stabilized at last
September 15 levels and “a fair and equitable
margin maintained for the various processors
and middlemen,” as stipulated by law,
Brown declared, “the subsidy was the only
way out."”

He reiterated his promise to extend com-
munity doliar and cents ceilings to all market
basket foods, and urged Americans to arouse
themselves to the dangers of inflation “before
it is too late.”

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr. President, to my
mind Price Administrator Brown is one
of the ablest men I ever met.in this
Chamber. I am satisfied that he is not
making this statement without some rea-
son. I am satisfied that he believes the
statement he makes that he cannot con-
trol prices without subsidies.

It has been preached to us by news-
papers, by columnists, and in speeches
all over this Nation, that it is absolutely
necessary to control prices, We have a
Price Administrator. He is appointed
for the purpose of controlling prices. He
is supposed to have studied this question,
and I think each of us will admit that
he is a person who is capable of study-
ing and arriving at a correct conclusion.

As I understand the situation, and as
I gather it this afternoon from hearing
the Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
O’ManONEY] discuss this matter, the
problem is as to what is to become of
the roll-back.

Mr. President, it seems to me that ac-
cording to the law which was read by the
Senator from Wyoming, very wide lati-
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tude is given to the Price Administrator,
He is permitted to use his own judgment.
in the handling of this question, and I
am not one of those who believe that
either Secretary Jones or Price Adminis-
trator Brown is willingly and knowingly
violating either the law or the Consti-
tution of the United States.

If I were to undertake to find out what
is the law with reference to a Federal
matter, I do not know that I could get
an opinion from any source in which
I would have greater confidence than
the office of the Department of Justice,
or the Attorney General. I do not know
why it should be thought that that office
would give out false information or in-
formation not justified by the language
of the law itself, and after listening to
the reading of the law in question, I
believe that the opinion of the Attorney
General of the United States was worth
pretty nearly as much as the judgment
of some of the others of us, with less ex-
perience, and less opportunity to study
the particular law,

I am, therefore, of the opinion that
perhaps the statement that we all agree,
or that it is admitted, that the officials
referred to are violating the law, is put-
ting it pretty strongly. Here is at least
one Senator who does not make such
an admission, and I do nof think the
statement is justified. I believe that
the Attorney General is justified in the
position he took, and I believe so more
firmly since hearing the speech of the
Senator from Wyoming this afternoon.

There is now before the Senate a prob-
lem which affects the whole American
people. I noticed that the Senator from
Nebraska stated that the growers of cat-
tle were not the ones who would get the
subsidy, The Senafor from Nebraska
said the processors would not receive the
subsidy, but that the users of the prod-
uct, the consumers, would receive it, If
the consumers are to receive this subsidy
money it will be quite widely distributed,
and therefore in an attempt to hold the
line by means of subsidy payments the
damage which some contend will result
therefrom will not be so great. If the
consumer receives the subsidy money I
think that is a pretiy good alternative.

Mr. President, we are trying to do
something by way of holding the line,
as the expression is, but what will be the
result if we do not succeed in holding
the line? As I view the situation, after
having listened to various arguments, if
the bill is passed with the amendment of
the Senator from Vermont in it, or if it
contains any amendment which would
interfere with what former Senator
Brown says is necessary for him to do,
and thus result in preventing him from
controlling prices, it will mean a rise in
cost, of living to every man, woman, and
child in the United States.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
statement made by Price Administrator
Brown presents a sufficient reason why
I, for one, can afford to do something
which I am constitutionally opposed to
deoing, I have been opposed to doing
what is now proposed to be done
throughout political life, because I think
it represents a Republican principle,
which is that some persons should be
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given something for nothing. The Re-
publican Party has fattened on that
principle. I was delightfully surprised
when I found that a Republican Senator
from Ohio had taken a position in favor
of controlling prices. I congratulate him
on taking that position.

~ The statement was made by the Sena-
tor from Nebraska that the producer is
not going to get the subsidy money, but
the consumer is. That is not the theory
of the Republican Party in this Nation.
The theory upon which it has acted is
that the manufacturer, but not the con-
sumer, should receive benefits through
the Government. If the consumer is
now to be given an opportunity to bene-
fit by the provisions of this measure,
then I feel justified in voting for it.

Mr. President, it seems to me that the
so-called Taft-Bankhead amendment
provides the best method among the dif-
ferent methods left to our choice. These
two Senators have given us a means by
which we can limit the amount of lia-
bility placed on the Nation in doing
something which has always seemed to
us Democrats to be wrong. It limits the
amount which can be thus expended,
and yet it gives an opportunity in war-
time to hold down the cost of living. I
think that is very important. Perhaps
I have not been so thoroughly convinced
of the danger of inflation as some other
persons seem to be, and yet I believe
that inflation is a real danger. I think
we have before us the possibility of a rise
in cost of living, which would make it
necessary again to raise wages. That
would present a dangerous situation,
Such a procedure would be a dangerous
one. It is because of that danger, as I
understand, that Price Administrator
Brown insists that the measure be passed
without crippling amendments; that
otherwise he cannot hold down prices.

Let us see what will result if we re-
fuse to do what is said to be necessary to
be done by those who have studied the
question, and who have made the mat-
ter of price administration their exclu-
sive work during this period. Many men
are studying the question of price con-
trol. If we refuse to do what is con-
tended to be so absolutely necessary at
this time, who assumes responsibility for
the results? I myself do not propose to
assume responsibility for them. Price
Administrator Brown has my entire con-
fidence. I think he has an almost im-
possible task to perform, and I. believe
that what he is now asking for can be
utilized by him for the benefit of the
American people.

Under those conditions, I think we
should ask who will assume responsi-
bility for failure resulting from our re-
fusal to act? If general inflation results
from our failure now to act, if as Price
Administrator Brown says he cannot
hold the line, if hardship shall come to
millions of people as the result of our
failure to act, will we then take the
responsibility upon ourselves? Will we
be honest about the situation, and say
to Mr. Brown and to the administration,
“Yes; you had a plan, and had we fol-
lowed it we would not be in the condi-
tion in which we now find ourselves?”
Or will we try to sidestep the respcnsi-
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bility and say, “The plan would not have
worked anyway?”

I ask Senators who oppose the subsidy
plan what plan they have to offer in its
place? What is the plan of those who
refuse to accede to the demand of Price
Administrator Brown? I have not heard
presented any intelligent plan which
would he likely to stop inflation. I
have not heard any plan presented which
would stop the rise in living costs. I
have not heard of any proposal for ac-
tion which would cause a cessation of
the hardship falling upon the people
of this country whose incomes have not
been raised, and there are many mil-
lions of them.

Mr. President, the responsibility is one
which the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives must assume. The situa-
tion, as outlined by Price Administrator
Brown, is such that if the Senate and
the House accede to his wishes, and give
him an opportunity to try out the plan
which he thinks is the only available
plan, should it fail, we shall have done
our part. Unless some intelligent plan
is put into execution, and the American
people suffer because we fail to provide a
remedy, then the blame is frankly and
plainly upon those of us who refuse to
accede to the demand and request of
those in position to know what is neces-
sary.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, Un-
doubtedly responsibility for future rises
in the cost of living will be laid without
basis of reason at the door of those of us
who refuse to grant to the Executive the
alleged power to control such rises
through the use of subsidies. Were I
motivated by the desire to embarrass the
Administration in its conduct of the war
on the home front, I would vote to legal-
ize and extend the practice already ille-
gally indulged in, because eventually that
remedy for controlling prices will fail,
and full responsibility for that failure
would then be laid at the door of the
Executive.

I say the subsidy plan will fail because
I am firmly convinced that in no such
way can the Executive control the cer-
tain rise in the cost of living. The strains
on price ceilings will become greater and
greater as the supply of wanted goods
diminishes and the huge volume of
spending power is increased by the grow-
ing abnormality of our war effort. To
hold levels rigid will only result in the
inereasing scarcity and final disappear-
ance of the things we need for the con-
duct of the war and for the requirements
of the civilian economy during the war,
as well as for a stake for negotiations at
the peace table.

Therefore, it is my duty to oppose the
use of subsidies for the over-all control
of prices. If we approve the proposed
plan, we shall later be flooded by demands
for appropriations to extend the prac-
tice, until disaster overtakes us. I shall
not oppose the use of subsidies for the
purpose of increasing the supply of
critical materials for which abnormal
conditions create an abnormal demand.
I shall accede to the policy of using sub-
sidies to equalize transportation costs of
gasoline and fuel which have been dis-
torted by the war,
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Mr., AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. WILLIS, I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. The Senator may be in-
terested to know that witnesses who were
proponents of the roll-back and subsidy
plan who came before the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry told us that the
subsidies on meat, butter, and coffee were
only a beginning, and that they proposed
to continue along that line until all the
necessities of life and all the things we
require and provide are brought under
the plan. So $2,000,000,000, or whatever
the figure may be, would be only the
initial amount requested. No one knows
how many billions of dollars would be
needed before the plan would be wholly
put into effect.

So when we vote on this measure, I
think we should bear in mind that what
is proposed is merely the beginning of a
plan intended to blanket the whole
United States and everything that every-
one buys.

Mr, WILLIS. I thank the Senator. I
intend to dwell on that point a little
later,

My opposition is leveled at the per-
nicious practice of using roll-backs at the
consumer market place without any pro-
vision or even any claim that the benefits
of such practice will reach the produc-
tion point which is necessary in order to
reduce costs through having ample sup-
plies.

I am, therefore, opposed to the use of
subsidies as a roll-back or a bonus to the
consumer, as practiced by the adminis-
tration and as condoned and expanded
in the committee amendment now pend-
ing before the Senate, because—

First. The practice is based on false
premises. The facts do not support the
contention of the proponents of the use
of subsidies. Under the so-called roll-
back of meat and butter, already put in
force by the Government through sub-
sidies to the processors, and a proposed
roll-back on coffee, the average consumer
would save less than 8 cents a week. Not
more than 6 cents a week would be saved
on meat, about 1% cents on butter, and
about one-half cent a week on coffee.
With butter and meat shortages threat-
ening to grow worse, and with the con-
stant decrease of consumption, the sav-
ing would be around 5 cents a week for
each consumer. I contend that is not
an important factor in the rising cost of
living. The present high cost of living
is due to the prices on commodities which
ordinarily are counted as desirable but
not as necessary food items. For in-
stancé, in a market in Washington yes-
terday, celery was quoted at 30 cents a
stalk. A year or two ago it sold at 10
cents a stalk. Sweetcorn was quoted at

$1.20 a dozen ears, as against 25 cents"

a dozen 2 years ago. Huckleberries were
quoted at $1.20 a quart, while 25 cents a
quart was formerly a fair price. Rasp-
berries were quoted at $1.60 a quart.
I could scarcely believe that was so.
Strawberries were quoted at 60 cents a
quart, although in my own community
2 years ago they could have been pur-
chased for 8 cents a quart, if you picked
them yourself. A great many other arti-
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cles of living which are commonly found
on the ordinary family table were quoted
at prices two to five times pre-war rates.
All those articles figure in the index of
the cost of living, and I contend the ef-
fort to control by subsidy has not even
laid the dust of high costs. I greatly
fear what would happen if the effort to
control prices by this process should be
expanded to its full requirements.

In the second place, the process is too
costly. While 8 cents a week would nom=-
inally be saved to the individual con-
sumer, eventually there would, be a net
increase of cost to each person of 18
cents, under the roll-back program for
the three items, when the cost of ad-
ministration, taxes, and all service
charges are applied. The total cost of
subsidies already proposed by the O.P. A,
is estimated at $500,000,000. That
amount could be obtained only by the
sale of Government bonds, probably to
be paid off in about 50 years, at a fair
guess, if added to our present indebted-
ness. At the annual interest rate of 2.9
percent, that would boost the cost to
one billion two hundred and twenty-five
million, or about 18 cents a week for a
year, to each person in the United States,
for the privilege of saving between 5 and
6 cents at the present time. .

Yet, while proposing to save the people
money by charging them from 233 per-
cent to 366 percent more money than
they could thus save, the O, P. A, has
the naive effrontery to refer to this
scheme as the only way to prevent infla-
tion and relieve the excessive cost of
living from the necks of the low-salaried
white-collar class.

In the third place, under the experi-
ence we have already had with subsidies,
the plan will promote food shortages.
Take for example, the present situation
in regard to corn and meat. The roll-
back of the retail price of meat has been
accompanied—but not accomplished—by
a subsidy to the processors of meat. We
have now existing the very curious situ-
ation of a frozen corn market due to the
fact the O. F, A. is trying to maintain
a ceiling price for corn of approximately
$1 a bushel on the markets, and to main-
tain through support a $13.75 price on
hogs. It does not take an exceptionally
bright farmer to figure out that with hogs
at $13.75, he can get approximately $1.35
a bushel for corn converted into the
meat. Yet the O. P. A. insists on main-
taining the lower legal ceiling on corn
and a subsidized ceiling on hogs; and
consequently the farmer is holding his
corn to convert it into hogs, and our
plants processing corn for other needed
articles are facing shut-downs. If this
plan is persisted in, we shall be deprived
of critical feed and war materials.

The policy of cheap feed and higher
hog prices-was intended to be a tempo-
rary expedient to encourage the in-
creased production of hogs. The meas-
ures of inflation control have frozen
those incentives into our economy. The
situation may be compared to an auto-
mobile, The accelerator of the car was
pushed down to gain momentum rapidly,
but now has been tied down, through
the use of price-control measures, no-
tably the price ceiling on corn. The car
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is now exceeding safe speed limits, and
there are sharp curves ahead.

It is elementary that so long as these
price disparities or economic malad-
justments continue, hog production will
continue fo increase until it has absorbed
all available feed supplies. Not only
does hog production have the advantage
of paying the higher price for corn, but
it has a priority on the available supplies
because of the location of the hogs on
the farms where the corn is raised.

The hog is now eating us into some-
thing approaching a national disaster,
and its effects will be widespread
throughout our economy.

In the fourth place, I am opposed to
the extension of this subsidy program
because it is un-American. It places in
the hands of men who have never been
elected by the people and who are not
responsible to the people the distribu-
tion of vast sums of money upon their
own judgment and upon their own dis-
cretion, without any yardstick of policy
set up by the Congress. I need not em-
phasize the danger of this practice or to
what point it would lead in favoritism—
personal and political—or of the unfair
competition to businesses not allowed a
subsidy, and the complete control which
Government would exXercise over busi-
nesses accepting” the subsidy. These
dangers are so obvious that they stand
out as a part of a plan fo regiment com-
pletely the large businesses of the coun-
try, while the small fellow is waved aside
with the bland statement that his sacri-
fice is just one of the casualties of the
war,

In the fifth place, I oppose these sub-
sidies because there is a better way to
combat the problem of rising living costs,
and that is fo increase production so that
the supply of needed materials will rise
to the point that their availability will
bring down the price. To accomplish
results we must have an over-all control
vested in one single authority with the
power granted to him, first of all, to con-
trol and stimulate production, and then
to coordinate the distribufion and direct
the prices that shall be charged at the
consumer point. Only in this way can
we end the confusion that exists in our
hydraheaded effort to manage our food
problem. It will remove uncertainty
from the minds of the producer, the
processor, and the distributor. This
direction must have the power to cut the
red tape of excessive Government regu-
lations and provide the producer, not
only with the manpower and machinery,
but with the spirit that is necessary to
get complete cooperation. The spirit
with which our Government approaches
this problem will have a vital effect upon
production. :

This week I received two letters which
are very illuminating. One letter com-
pleined about a suit which had been
brought in my State against a farmer
for having overplanted his wheat allot-
ment in 1941, He had raised 350%
bushels of wheat above his quota, and
the penalty which the Government is
seeking to recover in the suit recently
filed is $168.59. The farmer was nof in-
formed in the regulations and had no
definite notice of a penalty for overpro-
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duction. He did not realize that such a
thing could happen in a free country.
He could not obtain a card for the sale
of his wheat, and it remained a drug in
his bins.  Illness came into the family,
which required a physician and hospital-
ization. He found a physician who was
willing to furnish the necessary services
and accept wheat as pay for his services,
Now the Government is bringing suit
against this farmer, in this year of our
need, for $168.59, and trying to force him
to pay a penally for growing wheat in
this time of our trouble.

regulations lower the production of our
country. Are the initials “U. 8. to
stand for “Uncle Sam” or “Uncle Shy-
lock™?

On the same day I received another
letter from a very capable farm woman
in my own county. She was writing to
ask me the price of a house which I own
in the neighborhood in which Ilive. She
had made a success of farming, but she
had decided to give it up because of the
lack of cooperation of Government agen-
cies. She said:

This year I wanted to ralse 1,000 turkeys
on my farm. I bought the equipment and
I ordered the young turkeys, and then I
found that I had to get a man to help ralse
the turkeys. I located, In a county quite a
distance from my home, a schoolteacher who
had the nece qualifications of strength
and intelligence to go into this difficult effort
of raising turkeys.

He was married and had two children.
The agricultural war board of my county
recommended his deferment for the essen-
tial duty, but when I applied to the draft
board of his county to get him deferred to
help raise the turkeys, the draft board re-
fused to grant deferment because he could
not qualify as a skilled agricultural worker.
Nevertheless, he had all the necessary quali-
fications to ralse turkeys successfully, and
supply the country with much-needed food.
Unable to locate other help, I locked up my
equipment, canceled my order for the
turkeys, and now wish to move to town.

Thus our food supply is curtailed by
a neglect of the spirit for the letier of
Government regulations.

In 1942 we planted 22,013,000 fewer
acres of corn than we did in 1932. Prob-
ably less will be produced in 1843 on
account of the weather. In 1942 we
planted 13,748,000 fewer acres of wheat
than we planted 10 years ago. This re-
duction of our production capacity is
the result of the planned system of farm
management.

That is what I mean, Mr. President,
when I say that we shall have to have
better cooperation and a better spirit
on the part of our Government if we are
to get the production necessary to bring
down the cost of food. If we vote for
subsidies we shall give consent to the
program of confusion, injustice, and
abortive production. Instead of the
subsidy program, let us have something
constructive, and set up a program of
over-all control which will forestall
food shortages over the country. Only
in this way can we enable America to
e take her proper place at the peace table
and be prepared to use a bountiful
supply of food to smooth the irritations
between nations. If we do not do so,

when we sit at the peace table we may

Burdensome, costly, and exasperating
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be saying, in a pleading voice, “Please
pass the biscuits.”

‘Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I should
like to have the attention of the Sznate
for only a few minutes, to discuss one
phase of the problem before us which
has not been elaborated upon during the
discussion which has occurred in connec-
tion with Senate hill 1108.

A number of amendments have been
proposed to the bill, which was introduced
by the Senator from New York (Mr.

TagNErR]. Each amendment has merit.
I am sincerely hopeful that as a result of
the consideration of the several amend-
ments we may finally arrive at ohe which
will be practicable and will accomplish
the purpose for which we are all so
hopeful.

I was present at the meeting in Ne-
braska a week ago last night, when be-
tween 700 and 800 farmers who had been
engaged in feeding livestock—principally
hogs and cattle—were in session to con-
sider their plight. It is a little difficult
for one who is not familiar with the
problems which those people must face
to realize that the situation is really
serious. I can speak from personal ex-
perience. Frankly, the income, based
on prices obtained for livestock today,
will not meet the outgo in the produe-
tion of livestock. I think that is stated
in terms simple enough for anyone to
understand that the situation is acute.

The farmers do not want fo see ex-
tremely high prices. I doubt if they want
any absolute guarantee of profit, but I
think they, like other fair-minded per-
sons, would appreciate the opportunity
of having an opportunity at least fo come
out even, or perhaps with some profit.

I believe that the use of subsidies in a
limited way is sound and meritorious, if
they are used to increase the production
of strategic or critical materials, without
permitting a general increase in the
prices of the commodities in question.

Thus, if a given quantity of copper can
be produced at, let us say, 12! cents a
pound, and if an additional amount is
necessary to carry on the war program,
and if this additional amount can be pro=
duced at a higher cost, the use of a sub-
sidy is justified in order to bring about
the added production while at the same
time holding the general price level at,
let us say, 1215 cents. That is one of the
first points on which I think we should
agree.

Second. The use of subsidies in a lim-
ited way can be justified where some re-
gion of the Nation, through no fault of
its own, is put in a disadvantageous
position as a result of the military activi-
ties of the enemy. Thus, if the subma-
rine menace absolutely stops the flow of
petroleum products from producing areas
in the Gulf States to consuming areas on
the Atlantic seaboard, and if this in turn
forces a more expensive transportation
program, the Government may be justi-
fied in paying the differential for a lim-
ited period of time until consumers can
shift from fuel oil to coal or at least ad-
Jjust themselves to the circumstances.

Third. There are other illustrations
which might be cited in which subsidies
or their equivalent could be used to ad-
vantage by the Government in order to
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maintain reasonable justice, and at the
same time promote the successful prose-
cution of the war. I shall not atfempt
to enumerate them, but think that some
leeway should be left to the administra-
tion in solving emergency situations as
they arise.

Fourth. The use of widespread sub-
sidies either (a) to promote general or
Nation-wide expansion of production, or
(b) in the form of roll-back payments to
distributors and/or processors to reduce
prices to consumers—or even to prevent
prices from advancing—would be def-
initely inflationary, and if generally ap-
plied, would completely destroy all con-
trol of prices, wages, national income,
national debt, and so forth. There is at
the present time, and it is admitted by
all, a tremendous inflationary gap result-
ing on the one hand from curtailed pro-
duction of goods available for consumers,
and on the other hand, from the increase
in number of workers, the increase in
hours per week, and the increase in wage
rates and extra payments for overtime.
Because of this inflationary gap, con-
sumers are tempted to go outside the reg-
ular market and avoid the general price
structure, which in turn means the wide-
spread development of the so-called
black market. But by lowering ceiling
prices through the use of roll-back sub-
sidies, consumers are left with even larg-
er purchasing power, and while on the
one side producers refuse to sell through
the regular market, on the other side
consumers are encouraged to buy through
the black market. Thus the whole price
structure is gradually destroyed.

Furthermore, the payment of subsidies
actually increases the inflationary gap
since it increases the purchasing power
of consumers while discouraging any in-
crease in the production of goods.

Still further, this policy is inflationary
because it means that the Government,
with the use of printed money—Govern-
ment loans negotiated through financial
institutions—is increasing the national
debt, increasing the national income,
and, in general, increasing the inflation
ary gap.

Indeed, the roll-back use of subsidies
is nothing more nor less than the ap-
plication of the principle of sales taxes
in reverse. To avoid inflation, the Gov-
ernment should at this time impose a
widespread sales tax of at least 10 per-
cent, with proper exemptions, or re-
quire an equivalent investment in non-
negotiable Government securities with
low interest rates. Either of these two
methods would reduce the inflationary
gap. A third method would be to pro-
hibit the payment of time-and-a-half or
double wage rates except for employment
exceeding 50 hours or 60 hours per

week. However, this approach, while re--

ducing cost of production, and the in-
come of workers, and, therefore, the in-
flationary gap, might tend to discourage
production, and the war effort. Forthat
reason, it seems definitely better to ab-
sorb a large part of the inflationary gap
by a sales tax, or through enforced lend-
ing to the Government. These methods
are the reverse of the roll-back subsidy

. progrant. ' As indicated before; the pay-'

ment of subsidies in the form of roll-
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back payments to hold down or reduce
prices is nothing more nor less than the
sales tax in reverse, and is inflationary
in character.

It is argued by some that Great Britain
has used the roll-back subsidy program
suceessfully and thus has prevented run-
away inflation. This is, I think, abso-
lutely not true. Weekly earnings in the
United States have increased more than
65 percent since 1938-39, In Great
Britain weekly earnings have increased
less than half of this rate, or not more
than 32.5 percent. Thus, there has been
created no great inflationary gap.

Furthermore, under our lend-lease
program we have furnished the British
Government foodstuffs and other ma-
terials valued at several hundred million
dollars annually. This in turn allows

the British Government to sell to the.

distributors on a fixed price basis in har-
mony with wages and other income, thus
avoiding inflation. In turn, the British
Government is able to use the money re-
ceived from the sale of these goods to
subsidize imports from other sources than
the United States and dominions, thus
holding the prices of the other commodi-
ties down in harmony with the price ceil-
ings. We in the United States have an
entirely different situation. We are on
the giving or lending end instead of on
the receiving or borrowing end, and have
permitted wage earnings and other items
to increase the inflationary gap to such
a point that now every effort should be

| made to close that gap by taxes and/or

Government loans rather than further
increase the gap by roll-back subsidies.
We cannot follow a fiscal program
without limiting to some extent the sub-
sidy program to which we would give
official recognition if we were to agree
to the provisions of Senate bill 1108. I
for one am very anxious that the Senate
take ample time and give serious con-
sideration to the solution of this problem.
I believe that, more than anything else,
it reflects on our domestic conditions and
will, if a solution is not found, cause us

4B ereat distress as a nation.

I was impressed by the remark made
yesterday by the Senator from Georgia
[Mr. Georcel when he objected to a
limitation being placed upon the debate.
I myself shall not take much of the time
of the Senate in a discussion of this
question, but I hope sincerely that each
and every Senator will realize the
seriousness of the problem, and vote to
preserve the American form of govern-
ment instead of going into reverse and
endeavoring to give away what little may
be left in the Treasury of the United
States.

Mr, BANKHEAD obtained the floor.

Mr, HILL, Will the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names;

Alken Bone Burton
Andrews Brewster Butler
Ball, - Bridges Byrd
Bankhead Brooks. Capper .
-Bilbo - - -Buck - Caraway '~
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Chavez McClellan Bhipstead
Clark, Mo, McFarland Smith
Connally - McKellar Stewart
Davis ~ McNary Taft

Downey - Maloney Thomas, Idaho
Eastland Maybank Thomas, Okla.
Ferguson Mead Thomas, Utah
George Millikin Tobey

Gerry Moore Truman
Green Murdock Tunnell
Guffey Murray Tydings
Gurney Nye Vandenberg
Hatch O'Danlel Van Nuys
Hawkes O'Mahoney Wagner
Hayden Overton Wallgren

Hil Pepper Walsh
Holman Radcliffe Wheeler
Johnson, Colo. Reed Wherry
Kilgore Revercomb White

La Follette Reynolds Wiley

Langer Robertson Willis

Lodge Russell Wilson
McCarran Scrugham

The VICE PRESIDENT. Eighty-three
Senators have answered to their names.
A quorum is present.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I as-
sume that the debate on the Clark
amendment and the general debate on
the whole subject under discussion is
now about at an end and that the Senate
will soon proceed to a vote.

I realize that there is very little
chance of changing the opinions and
votes of many Senatowss. I think most
Senators have made up their minds, and
I am quite certain that nothing I could
say would add very much to what has
already been said, and I feel that I should
make at least a brief statement before the
vote is taken.

I think there has been more loose
thinking on the subject of subsidies than
on any subject that ever came under my
attention. I have heard Members of the
Senate say that they were opposed to all
subsidies. I have heard pointed out by
Senators that every Member of the Sen-
ate has been voting for subsidies, and we
all know that yesterday the Senate by
unanimous consent, and apparently with
great satisfaction to representatives from
two sections of this country, agreed to
ratify, approve, and continue subsidy
payments.,

I shall not repeat the list, but we have
heard pointed out a long list of subsidies
which have been adopted by the Con-
gress, from pioneer days down to this
time, including, as I have stated, the ac-
tion taken on two sections of the pend-
ing hill.

When it developed on the floor of the
Senate yesterday that the Clark amend-
ment, if agreed to, would terminate the
subsidies under which western mining
operations are bheing conducted, and
when it also developed that the Clark
amendment would terminate the trans-
portation subsidies under which coal and
oil are being carried to cold and remote
sections of the country, a disturbance
occurred among Senators from the West
and the Northeast because it became ap=
parent that subsidies—subsidies so gen=
erally condemned—were to be elimi-
nated by the Clark amendment.

Mr, President, I submit that we can-
not take a broad, general position in op=
position to subsidies. Such action would
be inconsistent with the record of prac=
tically every Member of the Senate., I
know that most Members on the oppo-

- site “side” of the Chamber are now in
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favor of the Clark amendment and op-
posed to subsidies, but I wish to point
out to Members of the Senate on this
side of the chamber that the party rep-
resented by the Members on the other
side has always stood for the protective
tariff, which is nothing but a subsidy
representing the difference between the
cost of production in foreign countries
and the cost of production at home, The
protective tariff is of course a subsidy,
an aid, a benefit, a help to the manufac-
turing industries. Is it consistent to
support a protective tariff and then to
say, “I do not like subsidies. I am op-
posed to subsidies?” That is not, in my
judgment, a consistent position to take,
because no one who understands the
English language can successfully deny
that the protected industry which re-
ceives benefits under the tariff by which
it may increase its prices over the level
of the prices which would be in effect if
it were not for the tariff, receives a sub-
sidy.

Mr. President, yesterday I received a
bill which had been introduced by the
junior Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lopgel. It came to me as chair-
man of a subcommittee of the Commit-
tee on Banking and Currency. In that
bill the Senator proposes that food
stamps be issued to low-income per-
sons in order to equalize for them in
some degree the high prices with which
they are now confronted as a result of
the war. I do not know how the junior
Senator from Massachusetts stands with
respect to the pending bill. I regret to

-note that he is not now present in the

chamber. If the Clark amendment is
adopted the bill introduced by the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts will be con-
demned by those who are in favor of the
Clark amendment, for who can deny that
food stamps given to low-income per-
sons, or even turned over to them at a
cost lower than prices of food, is a sub-
sidy granted to such persons?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Senator
certainly does not mean to contend that
anything is condemned in terms in my
amendment, or that it would do anything
except repeal the authority contained
in section 2 (e) of the Stabilization Act.
I have been given to understand in the
eloakrooms and about the Chamber to-
day that the Senator from Alabama has
been saying that my amendment would
invalidate parity payments and soil-con-
servation payments and various other
types of subsidies.

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 have not men-
tioned one of them.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. The Senator
will certainly admit—and I mention this
in view of the last statement by him—
that my amendment is simply directed to
the repeat of a fake authority claimed by
the O. P. A. under section 2 (e) of the
National Stabilization Act.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I stated today to
the senior Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Bneol that the Clark amendment would
not repeal the authority for soil conser-
vation payments. Since that subject has
been raised, I wish to say that the Clark
amendment would not prevent parity

payments, or repeal the authority for
such payments. Parity payments rep-
resent a pure unadulterated subsidy, yet
I contend that the Senator's amendment
would not prevent Congress from specifi-
cally authorizing parity payments, and
such payments come about by means of
specific appropriations made each year.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Sen-
ator will indulge me for a moment, he
will admit that my amendment, with the
inclusion of the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Georgia [Mr. GeorGel and the
amendment of the Senator from Colo-
rado [Mr. JorNsoN], which are now in-
cluded in the so-called Clark amend-
ment—ithe Senator will admit that the
amendment in its present form is simply
a restatement of the intention of Con-
gress as nearly every Member of this
body understood the act when the Na-
tional Stabilization Act was passed. It
is not intended to interfere with any-
thing else whatever.

Mr. BANKEHEAD, Mr. President, the
Senator cannot put those words in my
mouth.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Sena-
tor wishes to deny that statement I shall
be very glad to have him do so.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Let me make my
argument, please. I do not mind hav-
ing the Senator interrupt me, but I do
not wish fo be engaged in that sort of
controversy at this late hour. Since the
subject has been raised, let us see what
the effect of the Senator’s amendment
would be. He states his view of the
effect of his amendment. I do not agree
with his statement with respect to its
effect. Let us see what it would do. It
would repeal subsection (e) of section
2 of the Price Control Act. The inclu-
sion of the George amendment in the
Clark amendment results in making an
exception of subsidies for minerals, that
is for the mining program, whatever it
may be, broadly speaking, and also the
subsidy with respect to the transporta-
tion program, broadly speaking. The in=
clusion of the George amendment re-
sults in excepting those two subsidies.
It restores those subsidies. I agreed to
the inclusion in the Clark amendment
of the George amendment, because a
similar provision was contained in the
commitiee amendment. The George
amendment is in effect a ratification of
subsidies for those two programs, one
in the West and one in the Northeast.

Except for those two programs the
Clark repealer eliminates section 2 (e)
from the law and there is nothing else
in the law dealing with the O. P. A,
and I am fairly familiar with it, which
authorizes the payment of subsidies for
any purpose. Therefore I submit to the
calm reasoning of Senators who are
really interested in knowing what is be-
ing done, that all other forms of sub-
sidies authorized in the O. P. A. law
would be repealed and eliminated by the
Clark amendment.

What authorizations would the Sen-
ator’s amendment repeal? I hope to
submit what I am saying to the cool
judgment of Members of the Senate who
some day must look back upon their
record on this tremendously important
issue. First, the Administrator of the
O. P. A. is authorized by means of sub=
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sidies to buy or sell or store or use such
commodities as he deems necessary to
obtain the maximum necessary produc-
tion thereof.

There is the authority under which
the Administrator may buy commodities
and sell, even at a loss. There is the
authority under which sustained pro-
duction prices are guaranteed in order
to increase production., There is the
only authorization in the O. P. A. law for
such subsidies to increase agricultural
production.

That is the first. The second is:

Or otherwise to supply the demand there-
for.

Store them up, buy them, hold them
for distribution in times of emergency,
times of great need for food, if such ac-
tion is thought best in the public inter-
est. There is the authority.

Third—and listen to this, Mr, Presi-
dent:

Or make subsidy payments to domestic
producers of such commodity in such
amounts and in such manner and upon such
terms and conditions as he determines to be

necessary to obtain the maximum necessary
production thereof.,

By agreeing to the Clark amendment,
the Senate would be repealing those pro-
visions.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr, Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; I yield. I do
not want to misrepresent the meaning
of the Senator’s amendment; the Sen-
ator knows I do not want to do that.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri: Yes; and I
certainly do not wish to interrupt the
trend of the Senator’s argument. The
Senator certainly does not claim, how-
ever, that such an order as the one issued
by Mr, Elkinton as to meat production
was for the purpose of increasing pro-
duction; does he?

Mr, BANKHEAD. Oh, Mr. President,
the Senator knows he is trying to side-
track me.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. No; I am
not attempting to sidetrack the Senator

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am not discuss-
ing the subject to which the Senator has
Just referred. I am discussing the legal
effect of agreeing to the Clark amend-
ment.

Mr. CLARK of Missourl. That is ex-
actly what I am attempting to discuss.
If the Senator does not want to reply to
my question, of course, he does not have
to do so.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I
have the floor. I am endeavoring to
direct the attention of the Members of
the Senate to this question, and to ap-
peal to their best judgment.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield to me?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am glad fo yield

to the great senior Senator from
Georgia.
Mr. GEORGE. I understand the Sen-

ator’s position to be that, so far as the
Price Control Act is concerned, the
language under -consideration would
eliminate the authority which the Sen-
ator from Alabama has enumerated.
However, the Senator® from Alabama
does not mean to fell the Senate, does
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he, that there is no other authority un-
der other valid acts for Government cor-
porations to go into the market and buy,
and hold, and so forth?

Mr. BANKHEAD. No; I have con-
fined my remarks to the O. P. A. law, as
I know the great mind of the Senator
from Georgia noted.

Mr. GEORGE. I did note it, but I
did not want the Senate to gain the im-
pression that there were not already
other agencies which could buy the same
things which could be bought by the
0. PIA,

Mr, BANKHEAD. The authority of
the other agencies is not so broad, let
me say to the Senator.

Mr. GEORGE. I am glad it is not.

Mr. BANKHEAD., So the elimination
of the authority of the O. P. A. would
restrict the legal authority to use the
funds of the corporation for the pur-
pose of securing adequate and necessary
production.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. PEPPER. If the Congress were
to establish a policy disapproving of buy-
ing and selling for such purposes by the
0. P. A., another administrative agency
might be deterred, and properly so, from
indulging in such buying and selling;
might it not?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think so.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr, President, I do not
want to interrupt the Senator in the
development of his thought——

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am always glad
to have the Senator from Georgia inter-
rupt me,

‘Mr. GEORGE. I think the Senator
from Alabama knows, and the Senator
from Florida should know, that there is
no opposition here to the payment of
subsidies to increase production, to bring
about greater production. What we are
fighting against is a system which dis-
rupts production, throws out of balance
all our price adjustments, and in the
long run results in less and less produc-
tion.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, BANKHEAD. Certainly, I yield;
I am always glad to yield to my good
friend the Senator from Kansas.

Mr. REED. I thank the Senator very
much; I have the same feeling toward
him. I desire to ask him a question, and
to make an observation.

Mr, BANKHEAD. I am glad to an-
swer a question. I hope the Senator’s
observation will not be very long, because
I am anxious to have the Senate vote
on the amendment.

Mr. REED. I hold in my hand a copy
of the ConcressioNaL Recorp for Tues-
day, January 27, 1942, On page 703, at
about the middle of the second column,
Mr. Brown, then a Member of this body,
now the Price Administrator, made the
following reply to the Senator from
Wyoming:

Mr. Beown. That is what I was about to do.
In the first place, no power can be exercised
under subsection (e) for any purpose other
than to increase production or increase the
supply.
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Mr. BANKHEAD. I am not taking is-
sue with the Senator on that point; but
what I am saying is that the amendment
of the Senator from Missouri would re-
peal the right of the Price Administrator
to use the money in the form of a sub-
sidy to increase production.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, will the Senator yield on that
point?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; I will yield
when the Senator from Kansas has con-
cluded.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Of course, I
do not want to take the Senator from
Kansas off his feet.

Mr. REED. 1 desired to ask the Sen-
ator from Alabama a further question.
I think the Senator from Alabama in his
statement unduly narrows the authority
under the Clark amendment, as com-
pared with the authority under his own
amendment,

Now let me ask the Senator from Ala-
bama what would happen when the
O. P. A. spent the $500,000,000 which the
Senator’s amendment would provide?
Let me call the attention of the Senator
from Alabama to the language:

(c) The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion is authorized to borrow not to exceed
$500,000,000, and to use or allocate any part
of sald sum prior to July 1, 1944, to pay
subsidies or purchase commodities for the
purpose of selling them at a loss—

This is the point about which I wish
to ask a question of the Senator from
Alabama:

All commitments heretofore made for such
purposes shall be fulfilled out of the sum
authorized herein, and no further commit-
ments shall be entered into hereafter with
any producers, processors, manufacturers, or
distributors which cannot be fulfilled out of
sald sum.

I want to ask the Senator from Ala-
bama if his own amendment would not
deprive the O. P. A. of any authority to
do anything of that kind after the $500,-
000,000 had been spent.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, the
Senator is eminently correct.

Mr. REED. The amendment of the
Senator from Missouri would hardly go
any further than that.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Oh, yes; the Sen-
ator’s amendment would cut off the pro-
gram, and would end all programs which
have been entered into. This is the es-
sential difference.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, I thank the
Senator very much for yielding to me.

Mr. BANKHEAD. In the meantime,
my amendment would provide an oppor-
tunity to conduct an experiment such
as that which Canada has conducted or
that which Great Britain has conducted,
but would require the O. P. A. to come
back to Congress if it desired to follow
a procedure of that sort.

Since the Senator has stated that the
subsidy has done no good, let me say
that it has not done any good in this
country hecause it has not had time to
do it. 5

I hold in my hand a chart which was
submitted to the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency. It is a chart of the
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retail food prices in Great Brifain, in
Canada, and in the United States. It
shows that in the United Kingdom, since
1939, there has been a 20 percent in-
cerase in food prices. In Canada there
has been a 27 percent or 28 percent in-
crease. In the United States there has
been a 45 percent increase. Those
figures show the difference in the control
of prices in the three countries. In
Canada - 62 percent of all agricultural
commodities are under a subsidy pro-
gram,

Mr. President, what are we doing
when we repeal the authorization in the
price-control act? The word “subsidy”
is used in section 2 (e) of the act. We
tried to use it to increase necessary pro-
duction, What does “subsidy” mean?
That is a question which we often hear.
I find the following synonyms for “sub-
sidy”: “Aid; allowance; bonus; bounty;
gift; grant; indemnity; pension; pre-
mium; reward; support; subvention;
tribute.” They are all synonyms of the
word “subsidy,” which is used gs a broad
expression to cover every form of aid.

Under this amendment, so far as the
O. P. A. law is concerned, all subsidies—
whatever the word “subsidy compre-
hends—except subsidies in the trans-
portation of oil and coal, and subsidies
to the mining interests of the West,
would be terminated. Those two ex-
ceptions have been made. I think I
know the reason why, but I will not state
it. Those two forms of subsidy have
been approved, and all others are con-
demned.

Mr. President, I shall consume very
little more time, because I have been
here long enough to know a situation
when I see it. What would be the result
of repealing all subsidies except those
granted for the transportation of fuel
to the North and Northeast, and those
granted to miners in the West, which
are two worthy causes? Who would be
helped and who would be hurt? Why
are we all so disturbed over the ques-
tion?

Why are we not more selective in the
matter of our support of subsidies than
we have been in the past? We have not
condemned them all in the past. As
every Senator knows, each Member has
voted for whatever subsidies appealed to
the interest with which he was con-
cerned. We have voted for subsidies to
help our own sections of the country, or
to help some interest which had a pe-
culiar local appeal. Practically all of us
have voted for such subsidies. I do not
say that we all did. There are always
some exceptions; but heretofore we have
not condemned subsidies in the form of
parity appropriations, or soil conserva-
tion payments, or the food-stamp pro-
gram, which became so popular,

Subsidies for numerous other worthy
causes have been presented to the Sen-
ate, and in the main we have voted for
them, not because they were subsidies but
because we believed in the particular
activities concerned.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.
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Mr. ATEEN. Did I correctly under-
stand the Senator from Alabama to say
that we have voted out the stamp plan?

Mr, BANKEHEAD. No. I said that we
voted it in.

Mr, ATKEN. We voted it in,

Mr. BANKHEAD, It was a subsidy.

Mr. AIKEN. It worked.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I am in favor of it.

Mr. AIKEN. We should have it today,
so that we could subsidize the poor people
without subsidizing millionaires.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I agree with the
Senator. I have always supported it.
However, Senators have spoken with
great eloquence and oratorical power in
denunciation of all sorts of subsidies as
a wrong principle of government, I re-
spect a man who holds that view, Some
of my best friends are of that persuasion.
I do not condemn any Senator for it;
but I do not like to have him become too
loud about it, when he has been voting
ﬁmaﬂy for subsidies which appeal to

Mr., AIKEN. Mr, President, if the
Senator will further yield, I wish to say
that I believe that the stamp plan is a
proper method for applying subsidies, be-
cause the subsidy is applied only to those
who need it, and not to those who do not
need it.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator is cor-
rect. I hope the principle to which the
Senator has referred will not be con-
demned, because I favor it.

Mr. President, who would be injured?
" Certainly not the farmer. This is not a
program in which farm prices are in-
volved. The bill would neither increase
nor decrease farm prices through the
subsidy. AsIhave frequently stated, this
is a consumers’ hill, in an effort to adjust
prices which the Price Control Adminis-
tration believes have become maladjust-
ed—oprices of the essentials of life, such
as meat and butter, fats and oils, which
the Administration believes have become
maladjusted. I have not gone into the
question, so I'do not know; but the Ad-
ministration believes that such prices
have become maladjusted. I know that
the prices of such commodities have con-
tinually risen, and that they are above
the level of other commodity prices to
such an extent that they have attracted
the attention of the people.

This effort is frankly confined to meat,
butter, and coffee, and nothing else.
The Administration admitted that it had
made a mistake in not stopping those

prices at the point to which it now
proposes to roll them back. The Ad-
ministration frankly stated that there
was a division of opinion within the cir-
cles which control those activities.
There was great pressure from producers
to allow prices to rise, and they were
permitted to rise. Now it is sought to
put them back to the point where they
should have stopped in the first place,
so far as the consumer is concerned.
_Ample protection has been provided to
the producers of livestock and to dairy-
men. It issought to obtain some benefit
for consumers by reducing the prices of
essential foods. At the same time the
Administration is saying, “We will not
roll back prices to the growers of cattle
or the producers of butter.,” How can we

.
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give to the poor people of the country
the benefit of more reasonable prices for
food commodities without rolling back
the prices?

No one denies that the O. P. A. have
the power to roll back prices without
the payment of any subsidy. Without
the payment of any subsidy they can
fix prices. At present they can order a
complete reduction in the prices of these
three commodities all the way back to
the producer, and including the pro-
ducer. To avoid any disturbance of the
financial situation and the income of the
producers of these commodities, and so
as not to discourage production, it has
been said that there is but one way in
which it can be done. If we give the
benefit of lower prices on these commod-
ities to the people of this country, to the
consumers, and do not take that reduc-
tion out of the producers, there is but
one way by which to accomplish the
desired result, that is, by paying the
man in the middle, whose cost is such
that he cannot stand the reduction in
the price, a bonus in order to protect the
producers as well as the consumers.

Mr. ATEEN. Will the Senator yield?

Mr, BANKHEAD, I yield.

Mr, AIKEN. When the Administration
officials say that they will not pay any
subsidy to one processing less than 1,000
pounds of butter or 4,000 pounds of meat
a month, how can anyone say that that
roll-back is not being turned back onto
the farmer, or -the group of farmers
which is least able to stand it, namely,
those who produce less than 1,000 pounds
of butter or 4,000 pounds of meat a
month?

Mr. BANEHEAD. I do not know the
facts, but they are minor when com-
pared to the whole problem.

If the amendment of the Senator from
Missouri [Mr. CLarg] shall be defeated,
it is my intention to offer the following
amendment to the secticn providing the
$500,000,000 authorization:

Provided, That no reduction shall be made
in the price paid to the owners of livestock
on account of or as a result of any reduction
or roll-back in the price of any commodity
with respect to which subsidy payments are
made, and the Reconstruction Finance Cor=-
poration shall issue suitable regulations to
prevent any such reduction in the price paid
to the owners of livestock,

Those in authority have already put
that regulation into effiect. They were
slow in getting it out. It naturally re-
sulted in confusion in the markets be-
cause they did not have the money ready,
and they did not have the regulations
outintime. The program wasill-advised
and poorly managed., Buf now they have
made the regulations available—I have a
copy of them on my desk—which provide
that none of this subsidy shall be taken
from the producers. However, I have
provided for that in the amendment. I
have the power to add it to my amend-
ment, and will do so if I have the oppor-
tunity. So there can be no question
about the roll-back on the farmer. Let
us eliminate that idea, and make certain
of it by a provision in this bill if we ever
have an opportunity to do so.

There is only one question left, Sena-
tors, and that is whether you are op-
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posed to a roll-back even when it does
not cost the producer anything. That is
all there is left.

Mr. AIKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Will the Senator guar-
antee that_he can write a bill which will
return to the small farmers a subsidy on
meat and butter even though they make
but 10 pounds of buiter a week, or seil
only 300 pounds of meat a year? The
Government agencies have confessed
their inability to work out the mechanics
for doing that, and if we fail to do so
we shall be committing a terrible injus-
tice to half our farmers, who are guilty
only of the crime of being poor and small.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I cannot guarantee
any legal work to the satisfaction of the
Senator from Vermont. I am talking
about broad, general prineciples, and try-
ing to make the situation clear to the
Members of the Senate, notwithstanding
the clouds of dust which have been
kicked up, ana the storms which have
blown against this administration,
against, the O. P. A., against the Presi-
dent, and against Jesse Jones. I shall
not go into those matters. I am not
considering them. The Senate knows
that I use my own judgment on all the
issues which are presented here.

I want to make it clear, Mr. President,
to the Members of the Senate, that if
they vote for the Clark amendment they
will not be voting for any protection to
the farmers. They will not be doing any
injury to anybody unless it be to the tax-
payer. My good friend, the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. Smite], told
the truth about it when he said that the
only person injured in this whole situa-
tion—and he is firmly opposed to what
is being done—is the taxpayer. That is
true. The bonus comes out of the tax-
payers.

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. GEORGE. I do not wish to take
up any time in argument, but if the cost
of living to industrial workers should be
reduced by 10 percent it would be equiva-
lent to an increase in their wages of 10
percent. At present the trouble with the
farmer is the wide disparily between his
capacity to employ labor to carry on his
operations, and the capacity of other
groups to employ labor to carry on their
operations. I do not understand why it
is, when we are doing better in this coun-
try than we have ever previously done,
that we cannot pay for what we eat as we
go along. Instead, we want to sell Vie-
tory bonds next year to pay for the food
we ought to be paying for this year so as
to allow the farmer to receive a fair price
for his products.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have very much
sympathy with what the Senator has
said. I have made an argument along
the same line, that the wages of indus-
trial workers are entirely out of line with
those of the farmers.

Mr. President, I have before me a
statement from Dr. Townsend, which
came to me yesterday unsolicited. No
man in this country is better known as a
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friend of the poor old people. I wish to
read the statement, which is as follows:

If such groups as organized labor and the
farm organizations can envislon betterment
from a roll-back of food prices, and subsidies
to producers, the people I represent, I am
sure you must agree, are much more in need
of reduced prices.

Most groups of our citizens have experi-
enced increases in income to somewhat bal-
ance off price rises, but among the older
citizens of America the war boom has brought
greater poverty and even starvation.

My organization has tried by every con-
ventional means to impress upon the proper
authorities in this Congress that old-age
assistance payments, by which some three
and a half million people must live, is not
sufficient to allow these folks to exist.

Without any searching investigation of
my statement, the very figures definitely
prove that I am not overstating the case.
Look at them. The average old-age assiet-
ance payment is $21.83, and I quote that
figure from the Sesventh Annual Report of
the Social Security Board, page B0. This Is
only a 3-percent increase over payments dur-
ing the previous fiscal year.

Yet, gentlemen, the Bureau of Labor Sta-
tistics of the Department of Labor, on April
8, this year, sant me data showing that food
costs: have increased 429 percent since Au-
gust 15, 1939, and 36.6 percent since Feb-
ruary 15, 18941, The cost of clothing has
increased 25.5 percent during the same period
of time.

Thus, you can see that these pecple on
old-age assistance have actually had their
income reduced more than 25 percent already,
and prices are still going higher,

Before this price climb started, these folks
were living at a below subsistence level.
Now, I assert, the older citizens of the coun-
try are practically starving, Malnutrition is
rampant, sickness is widespread, and adequate
housing these days is practically nonexistent.

You, gentlemen, of course, cannot deal
directly with the problem of inecreasing pen-
sions or correcting the present old-age-assist-
ance situation, but I am sure you are inter-
ested in the plight of this segment of the
population for whom my organization is
fighting.

You can help us by pushing the prices of
food back toward the normal point. We are
strongly in favor of any help you can give to
those of our citizens on fixed incomes. They
are helping, each in his own way, to win the
war, but the so-called war beom has reacted
against them rather than for them.

As individual Members of the Senate, you
can also help us by giving some consideration
to the plight of these people who are the
mothers and fathers and the grandparents of
the soldiers in training or overseas.

I am one of the advocates of the old phrase
“charity begins at home.” We are rightfully
doing our share in feeding our allies in this
war, but I believe we should give considera-
tion to the morale of our own people first.
When we have people suffering from lack of
proper food in the United States, 1t is hollow
mockery to talk of freedom from want for the
entire world., Let's keep our own from star-
vation, and give our allies everything we can
beyond that point.

In conclusion, let me quote from a letter I
have just received from Mr. Gus Bixby, of
Shell Lake, Wis.,, which expresses a lot in a
few words. He says:

“I have worked hard all my 63 years and
helped to carve two good farms out of the
Wisconsin wilderness, one of 1656 acres and
the other of 120 acres. The land was covered
with brush and timber when I went to work
on it, and now it is producing food and pay-
ing taxes. I am about through, however, as
I am crippled quite badly from rheumatism,
* *= * There has been no war boom for the
old and poor. It is really worse now than

. der any circumstances.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

before the war. Istherea chance for a decent
pension bill being passed at this session of
Congress?”

That letter, gentleman, is only one of
thousands I receive each year, all of them in
about the same vein. These people were the
builders of the America we love. They were
toilers who carved out the foundation of this
great Nation, They deserve more considera-
tion than they have received, and any action
you may take here to roll back prices will
help them a great deal.

In conclusion, I may say that there are
many millions of people in this country
whose income is not increased in the
slightest, not only the aged, not only the
pensioners, but all in the social security
organizations are in that situation, school
teachers, widows, firemen, policemen,
countless groups of large numbers, clerks
in stores, stenographers, workers in of-
fices. Wherever we find the plain, every-
day, white-collar workers, we find them
not only with taxes to pay in increased
amounts but without increases in their
incomes, such as industrial workers are
receiving, and they are bowed down with
additional burdens and loads which the
Government has imposed on them.
Therefore, if we can give them some-
thing, if we can give something to one
who does not need it, even, and does not
want, if we can give that group a reason-
ahle reduction in the cost of the food
they are obhliged to eat in order to main-
tain their lives, I submit that we should
go as far as we can in order to do it.

If I thought the pending bill would in-
juxe in the slightest degree the farmers,
or any group of them, if I thought it
had any tendency to reduce their income
or change their financial status in any
way, I would not give it my support un-
I feel sure that
I have abundantly manifested, on this
floor and in the committee rooms, my
loyalty and my devotion to agriculture
and agrarian groups in the United States.
But this hullabaloo about hurting the
farmer, when his income is not reduced
a penny, and cannot be—and I propose
to make it certain that it cannot be—
does not disturb me, even though some
of my best friends in the farm group are
opposed to the program. I do not agree
with them, and I am obliged to follow the
dictates ¢f my own judgment and con-
science, but I am clear that there is noth-
ing in the bill injuriousiy to affect in the
slightest degree, in the slightest way the
welfare of the farmers of the United
States. 3

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, Megill, one of its clerks,
announced that the House having pro-
ceeded to reconsider the bill (S. 796) re-
lating to the use and operation by the
United States of certain plants, mines,
and facilities in the prosecution of the
war, and preventing strikes, lock-outs,
and stoppages of production, and for
other purposes, returned by the Presi-
dent of the United States with his ob-
jections, to the Senate, in which it orig-
inated, and passed by the Senate on re-
consideration of the same, it was—

Resolved, That the sald bill pass, two-thirds

‘of the House of Representatives agreeing to

pass the same.
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" The message also announced that the
House had passed a bill (H, R. 2869) to
continue Commodity Credit Corporation
as an agency of the United States, in-
crease its borrowing power, revise the
basis of the annual appraisal of its as-
sets, and for other purposes, in which it
requested the concurrence of the Senate.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
BIGNED

The message further announced that
the Speaker had affixed his signature to
the following enrolled bills and joint res-
olution, and they were signed by the Vice
President:

H.R.338. An act to authorize the incor-
porated city of Anchorage, Alaska, to purchase
and improve the electrie light and power
system of the Anchorage Light & Power Co.,
Inc., an Alaska corporation, and Tor such pur-
pose to issue bonds in the sum of not to ex-
ceed $1,260,000 in excess of present statutory
debt limits;

H.R.2202. An act to amend an act entitled
“An act to provide for the use of the American
Natlonal Red Cress in aid of the land and
naval forces In time of actual or threatened
war”';

H.R.2409. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch and for the judiciary
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1944, and
for other purposes;

H.R. 2612. An act to extend the effective
date of the act of December 17, 1941, relating
to additional safeguards to the radio com=-
munications service of ships of the United
States; and

H, J.Res. 131. Joint resclution giving the
consent of the Congress to an agreement be-
tween the State of Indiana and the Common-
wealth of Kentucky establishing a boundary
between sald State and sald Commonwealth.

PROHIBITION OF POLITICAL CONTRIBU-

TIONS BY LABOR ORGANIZATIONS AND
 MANAGEMENT ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. HATCH. Mr., President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may introduce
g bill at this time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection. The Chair hears none.

Mr. HATCH introduced a bill (S. 1272)
to amend section 313 of the Federal Cor-
rupt Practices Act, 1925, as amended, for
the purpose of making the provisions of
such section prohibiting political contri=-
butions apply equally to labor organi-
zations and management organizations,
which was read twice by its title and
referred to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I have
asked consent to introduce the bill which
I have sent to the desk in keeping with
previous declarations made by me, when
I stated that if a bill such as that which
is the subject of the message which has
just come from the House, which was

-passed over the President's veto, should

become law, I would introduce a hill put-
ting employer groups upon exactly the
same basis on which labor organizations
were placed by that measure.

I should say that in previous state-'
ments I mentioned the National Associa-
tion of Manufacturers and the United
States Chamber of Commerce, Since
then I have been advised that both these
organizations are corporations, and come
under the present law prohibiting cam-
paign contributions by corporations,

Mr. HAWKES subsequently said: Mr.
President, in connection with the bill
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which has been introduced by the senior
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. HatcHl,
I told the Senator from New MeXico a
few days ago that I firmly believed that
the same application should be made to
chambers of commerce, business organ-
izations, and trade associations through-
out the United States that we are mak-
ing to labor organizations. I think it
would be for the good of decent politics
throughout the United States if we could
stop all organizations which are collec-
tors of vast funds from making political
contributions. In fact, I am one who
believes that a certain political contri-
bution which was made a few years ago
has led to much of the confusion we
have been discussing in the last few
weeks in connection with the Connally-
Smith bill, /

I want the Senate to know that I be-
lieve that unless and until all groups
in our American life are willing to ac-
cept the same regulations and the same
responsibilities, we will never reach a
point where we have statesmanship in
this Nation, and clean, decent politics.
I know the Senator from New Mexico
is very much interested in clean politics.

HOUSE BILL ORDERED TO LIE ON THE
TABLE

The bill (H. R. 2869) to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase its bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the
annual appraisal of its assets, and for
other purposes, was read twice by its title
and ordered to lie on the table,

CONTINUATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORFORATION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (8. 1108) to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase its bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the
annual appraisal of its assets, and to pro-
vide for an audit by the General Ac-
counting Office of the financial transac-
tions of the Corporation, and for other
purposes.

Mr, GEORGE. My. President, it may
be that we will not reach a vote on the
pending matter tonight, and I should
like to have printed in the Recorr an
editorial by the Honorable Tom Linder,
commissioner of agriculture of Georgia,
which bears directly upon the question
of subsidies, I commend it to the atten-
tion of Senators,

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Fam Prices—Nor SuBsSmirs—WILL INCREASE
PRODUCTION

In 1940 according to the Covernment cen-
sus there were 29,000,000 people on the farms
of the United States.

There were approximately five people on
an average on each farm, constituting about
6,000,000 families.

These 6,000,000 families also contained
many old people, invalids, bables, and, of
course, the farm housewife, whose time is
largely cansumed with family cares,

If we assume that in 1840 each farm family
averaged two full-time field hands we will
be making a very liberal estimate.

If 6,000,000 families had 2 farm hands to
each family there would have been 12,000,000
farm hands in the United States in 1940.
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Since 1940 several million of these farm
hands have joired the fighting forces of our
country. A great many more have gone to
accept employment in war factories and
other high-paying industrial jobs.

It would be a very conservative estimate to
say that 4,000,000 out of the 12,000,000 farm
hands in 1940 are no longer on the farm.
This leaves only 8,000,000 farmers to produce
crops for the Nation.

ONE SOLDIER FOR EACE FARMER

With 8,000,000 farmers and 8,000,000 men
in our armed forces it is apparent that every
hand in the field has 1 fightlng man de-
pendent upon him for food and other agri-
cultural supplies.

SEVENTEEN PEOPLE DEPEND ON EACH FARMER

The population of the United States today
is in excess of 136,000,000 people.

With only 8,000,000 farm hands it follows
that each farm hand must provide for 17
people of the United States to say nothing of
our allies in other countries,

There are 17 people in this country who
cannot eat if one farmer fails to make a
crop.

RED TAPE, RULES, AND REGULATIONS

When this farmer starts out to meake a
crop he cannot buy his seed and fertilizer
except under rules and regulations governing
the distribution of fertilizer and some seeds.

He cannot plan or plant his crop except in
accordance with rules and allotments of the
Triple A.

The farmer cannot obtain equipment for
preducing a crop until he obtains certificate
from the war board. After he secures cer-
tificate he may be unable to find the equip-
ment he requires.

When he is ready to market a crop the
Office of Defense Transportation has many
rules and regulations with which he must
comply before he can haul his crop to market.

Atter he hauls his crop to market he comes
in conflict with the Office of Price Adminis-
tration. Very coften it Is necessary for him
to go to the Office of Price Administration to
find out how much money he can accept for
his crop withcut being a criminal.

Many times it is necessary for the farmer
to sell to a trucker in order to have any
market at all. The trucker is likewise under
many rules, regulations, and taxes. The
trucker finds himself continually on a hot
spot because of countless rules and regula-
tions of the Office of Price Administration, the
Office of Defense Transportation, the United
States Department of Agriculture and the
Interstate Commerce Commission.

Whichever way the farmer turns and
whichever way the trucker turns he faces
more rules and regulations,

What has been said with regard to rules and
regulations on farmers and truckers apply
with equal force to merchants and dealers
who handle farm produce.

FAIR PRICES—NOT SUBSIDIES—WILL ENCOURAGE
FRODUCTION

As I traveled over the State last week visit-
ing many of the best farm sections in the
State and other sections of Georgla to inspect
the State farmers markets, I found the farm-
ers had planted every fleld possible.

They were short handed, labor was scarce
and practically unobtainable, but these pa-
triotic farmers just worked a little harder.
They were out of bed before daylight and
didn't come in from the flelds untll it was
too dark to see how to plow.

Driving by night I found many flelds of
grain being cut by the light of headlights
on combines. Long as the days are, they
were not long enough to get the grain cut
and too few combines were avallable go they
were cutting the grain at night.

They were not counting the hours. The
only thing that mattered to them was that
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our country was at war and they were sup-
plying the ammunition for our fighters over-
seas. They were helping to feed those at
home and those overseas.

Their boys who generally helped them
harvest the grain and till the flelds were in
Africa, New Guinea, India, and in many
other places where their country needed
them.

They thought of these boys as they worked,
thought how their boys fought at times 24
hours of the day and night and they wiped
the sweat off their brow and doggedly kept
at their tasks.

All that the farmer wants is a fair price
for what he prcduces so he can continue
to produce adequate crops for his country.
What the country needs basically is produe-
tion and more production. The payment of
subsidies to processors or others will not
encourage or help the farmer to get maxi-
mum production,

The payment of subsidies means higher
taxes, more Government employees, higher
prices in the end to consumers, lower prices
to the farmers, and less production.

Fair prices to farmers means increased
production, more business for businessmen,
lower prices to consumers, more food and
clothes for the people in this country, and
above all, adequate supplies of food and
clothing for our boys overseas.

Put General Farmer in command of agri-
culture, remove all restrictions, give him a
fair price and let's win the war,

Tom LINDER,
Commissioner of Agriculiure.

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. President, I was
very much gratifled in listening to the
very able address by the distinguished
senior Senator from Alabama [Mr.
Banknean], because everyone knows that
there is not a Member of Congress whose
record of support of farm legislation, and
whose efforts to improve the lot of the
farmer, is better than that of the Sen-
ator from Alabama.

We have all been the recipients of
protests against any form of subsidy for
agricultural commodities, due to the
belief, apparently, on the part of the pro=
ducers of such commodities, and espe-
cially foodstuffs, that they should be al-
lowed to get more for what they pro-
duced, and that somehow it would be
inimical to their interests if they were to
get their return, which is the cost of
production plus profit, from a subsidy.

I was glad to have the able Senator
from Alabama point out that he, as the
leader of what is called the farm group
of the Senate, and generally the spokes-
man for that group, was in favor of de-
feating the Clark amendment, which,
as modified, is now before the Senate,

Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not speak for
the farm group in that matter.

Mr. PEPPER. I said generally.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The farm group is
opposed to it.

Mr. PEPPER. I am always willing,
insofar as my votes on questions affecting
agriculture are concerned, to follow the
lead of my distinguished friend, the Sen-
ator from Alabama, and I am willing to
do that in this case.

I consider the vote the Senate is about
to take one of the most important it will
take for some time or has taken in the
recent past. We have to do one of three
things, it seems to me, relative to the
present situation. Either we must brezk
the line on prices and let prices begin an
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inflationary spiral or we must deny to
producers a fair return, let alone a mar-
gin of profit, or we must make possible
some form of aid in the form of a sub-
sidy. I have not heard anyone success-
fully deny that position,

It is all right for one to have one’s
opinion as to the best way to meet the
problem, and I commend the integrity
and the intellectual honesty of those who
say, “We are not in favor of curbing farm
prices.” They might even say they do
not think they are high enough at pres-
ent. They might say, as the able Sena-
tor from Georgia said a few minutes ago,
that the workers ought to be able to pay
for the food they eat out of the wages
they make.

Mr. President, there is a bit of fallacy
which creeps into that position, of which
we are sometimes not,K aware. Those
receiving the high wages do not consti-
tute all the consumers of this country.
As a matter of fact, there are relatively
few of the total number of employed per-
sons who are benefiting from high wages
in the way that the war workers in the
airplane factories and the shipyards are
benefiting.

In September of last year I had in my
possession figures which I believe to be
accurate when a kindred subject was be-
fore Congress. At that time I discovered
that in the manufacturing industries,
which employ 11,000,000 workers, there
had been an increase in wages; in fact,
the real average weekly earnings in-
creased 29.8 percent. But, Mr. Presi-
dent, that represented only 11,000,000
workers., Their gross increase was 52.7
percent. If that were true of all work-
ers, then I would be agreeable to seeing
agricultural prices go up relatively, or
even slightly in'excess of a comparable
increase in wages. But that is only a
part of the picture, for in another group,
in the transportation and public-utili-
ties field, the gross weekly earnings in-
creased only 19 percent, and the real
average weekly earnings increased only
1.1 percent since 1939. The average
hourly earnings increased only 12.9 per-
cent, and the real hourly earnings de-
creased 4.1 percent.

Mr. President, it is not only the war
worker in the shipyard or in the airplane
factory who must buy foodstuffs. The
group of workers engaged in transporta-
tion and public-utility employment must
be fed as well, and it has lost instead of
gained in the matter of wages.

In trades and related establishments,
including shop girls and clerks and store-
keepers and others in similar eategories,
the weekly earnings increased 11.1 per-
cent, and the real average weekly earn-
ings declined 5.6 percent. In other
words, in that classification thc wages
have been reduced a little more than
115 percent. There has been no increase
for that group since 1939.

What about the Government workers?
I am not only talking about the Federal
employee who receives his 10 or 15 per-
cent increase, but I am talking about
those who work for the city or the county
or the State. Their salaries and wages
have been cut since 1939. Their average
hourly earnings increased 4.3 percent,
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but their real average hourly earnings
decreased 11.5 percent. From August
1939 to the summer of 1942 their wages
and their salaries therefore diminished.

Mr, President, there is another group
which is entitled to our consideration,
and that is the group composed of seven
and a half million persons who make less
than 40 cents an hour, one-half of whose
total income goes to the purchase of
food. They, too, have to pay the in-
crease in the cost of foodstuffs.

So what we often forget, and what the
farmers often forget, is that when the
ceiling price on foodstuffs is increased
the increase is not alone being paid by
the shipyard worker, or the airplane
worker, or the other worker who is in
the relatively small group which has re-
ceived the large wage increase, in many
instances disproportionately high, but
the increase in food costs has to be paid
by every man, woman, and child in the
Nation who is'a consumer. That is the
reason, Mr. President, why we cannot
raise prices for foodstuffs the way all of
us would like to raise them.,

It may be said, “Very well, does that
mean you are not in favor of the farmer
receiving a fair price for what he pro-
duces, a fair return upon his investment,
a fair return for his labor”? Not at all.
Nor does it mean that the farmer’s in-
come should be limited to what the con-
sumers of the Nation as a whole can
afford to pay. That is not a necessary
limitation upon the farmer’s income. It
is not a limitation in England. Iimagine
most Senators have read the very able
articles written by Mr. Walter Lippmann,
for whom I have high regard. He pointed
out that early in the war the authorities
in Great Britain resolved that they
would not limit the farmer and the pro-
ducer to what the consumer was able to
pay in wartime. What did they do?
They resorted to a form of subsidy to
the producer to give him a sufficient re-
turn in the first place, and an adequate
incentive in the second place.

I wish to see adequate food for the
people of this counfry and for our armed
forces abroad as well as at home; I desire
that we shall use food as a weapon
against the enemy; but we can be as-
sured of an adequate supply of foodstuffs
only by giving to the farmer and to the
producer not only a fair return, but a
sufficient incentive to encourage the
venture of food production.

Mr. President, I am not willing to go
into all the homes where there have not
been wage increases, and say to those
who live in them, “You must use the
larger part of your gross income to buy
milk for your child in order that the
farmer may receive a fair return.”

A delegation of dairymen from my
State have for several days been in con-
ference with my colleague and me.
They have been pleading and begging
the Government to give a larger return
for milk both to the producer and the
distributor. One cannot listen to what
those men say without being convinced
that their cause is just. They tell us
that feed costs have increased. They
speak about the increase in the cost of
labor.
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They say farmers are selling their
herds, that their herds are being killed
for beef, and that they must receive help
or they cannot continue to produce milk
for the people of Florida. What are we
going to say to them? They want 8 cents
a gallon increase in the price of milk; 2
cents a quarter. That means that every
baby’s milk will cost its mother, its
father, or its guardian more money. If
all the milk went to the shipyards in
Jacksonville and Tampa and Panama
City, if it went to the manufacturing
workers who receive high wages, I would
give the requested increase to the dairy-
men in a minute, or perhaps an increase
of more than 8 cents a gallon. But
when the granting of such an increase
means that 1,800,000 people must pay
more for milk, we face a very serious
problem. Yet I do not want to send those
men home with no succor whatever.

The chairman of the State war board
sent a telegram saying that the dairy
industry must receive more money or it
cannot remain in business, How can one
ignore such a statement by so responsible
an officer? ¥

What I said to those men was, “Gen-
tlemen, I am convinced that we must
provide some form of subsidy for you in
order that you may obtain an adequate
return.” One of them said, “You know

‘that the payment of subsidy is not an

American principle.” But, Mr. Presi-
dent, we are engaged in a war, and that
has brought about an emergency, and
we are doing many other things we do
not like to do. We are confronted by
the problem as to which of three courses
we shall follow, and we cannot ignore it,
Either we are going to break the line on
ceiling prices for foodstuffs, and wreck
the whole Government effort to keep
down the spiral of inflation, or we are
going to deny to our producers not only
a profit but a fair return on their money,
or we must lend them some sort of
succor or support by means of some kind
of Government aid or assistance. I do
not know how those questions can be
avoided. The question is, Which one of
the three is the least objectionable?

I say very readily that I sympathize
with the struggle the President has in
trying to handle the difficult labor situ-
ation. We will not be sitting up there
in the White House, as he will be, with
his responsibilities in the days and in
the nights when conditions will be grow=
ing worse. I can even envision a lonely
man, another Lincoln, sitting in the
White House &nd wondering with
troubled heart and praying for guidance
and assistance as he tries to lead, not
only his nation, but the world through
the ordeal we are facing. But he must
handle that problem. We will make it
more difficult for him if, when we vote,
we prohibit the Oifice of Price Admin-
istration from using the weapon and
method of subsidy to handle price con-
trol in the Unifted States during the
war. For the workers are going to de=-
mand more, and the President has that
problem on his hands; and it will be ag-
gravated and accentuated if we prohibif
the use of subsidies.

%
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So, Mr. President, it seems to me we
might as well directly face the issue. Do
we want to use the power of the Govern-
ment by way of subsidy in order to guar-
antee to the producers an adequate re-
turn, and give them an incentive to pro-
duce food?

What would be obtained by adopting
the Clark amendment as modified? All

we would do would be to divest the Gov-

ernment of the subsidy instrument. We
would not assure the farmers a price in-
crease. The dairy farmers would not
have any assurance that they would get
A price increase, The poultry industry,
which is making a similar claim, would
get no such assurance, either. All we
would do would be to tie the hands of
the Government, without ourselves tak-
ing the responsibility for inflation.

If Congress wants to pass a resolution
saying, “We do not believe in holding the
line; we desire to see prices rise; we will
not let you use the instrument of subsidy
as a control”; very well, Then the Office
of Price Administration might as well
go out of business, and might as well say
it had been destroyed by its creator, the
Congress. If that is desired to be done,
well and good. We have the right to do
it; we have the power to do it. However,
Mr. President, we are not children. We
know the inevitable effect of our acts, or
we should know it; and we are held re-
sponsible for our acts. If we deny to the
O. P. A. the power to use the subsidy as
one of the weapons in fighting inflation,
it will lose the battle, or our producers
will lose a part of their economic hides.

So, depending upon hpw we vote, we
will take the responsibility in one way or
the other, If we reject the Clark amend-
ment as modified, what will be the situ-
ation? The situation then will be that
we can consider the amendment of the
able senior Senator from Alabama, speak-
ing for the Committee on Banking and
Currency, or we can consider the amend-
ment offered by the able SBenator from
Wyoming [Mr. O'MagoNEY], who pro-
poses to use a subsidy in another way, or
we can consider ideas and suggestions
which other Senators may offer.

_Personally, I do not favor paying a sub-
sidy to the processor. The farmers be-
lieve that they will never get the benefit
of a subsidy if its payment is confined to
Pprocessors alone.

After the Clark amendment is rejected,
if it shall be rejected, and when we have
a chance to determine what is the best
kind of subsidy and the best method of
subsidy, I shall vote for that form which
will give the subsidy to the producer, per-
sonally. I am in favor of doing that.
The producer is the man who is getling
the assistance under the existing soil-
conservation laws. Under the parity
payments, the check is given not to the
processor but to the man who complies,
or to the farmer whose income has not
been up to parity.

Mr. AIRKEN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, PEPPER. I yield.

Mr., AIKEN. Do I correctly under-
stand the Senator to say that he would
vote for canceling the regulations already
iscued by the Defense Supplies Corpora-
tion which prohibit the payment of sub-
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sidies to anyone who processes less than
1,000 pounds of butter or dresses less than
4,000 pounds of mesat a month?

Mr. PEPPER. I certainly do say so,
and I hope the Senator will join me in
voting to do that.

Mr, AIKEN, I certainly shall. Such
assistance should be given to the persons
in the lower half of the economic scale.
However, no such arrangement has been
made so far; and the agencies confessed
to us that they do not see how mechanics
could be set up to provide assistance for
all the small producers. But that must
be done.

Mr, PEPPER. Mr. President, I realize
it is difficult to get the assistance to the
small producers. Perhaps that is one of
the reasons which led the O.P. A. to deal
with the large producers. But, again,
that is a detail of administration.

If we can can give the farmer rural
free delivery, soil-conservation payments
and parity payments, if we can send
allotments to the families of every sol-
dier and sailor that becomes eligible—a
number which must fotal millions—if
we can have income-tax returns and
victory-tax deductions, if we have a suffi-
cient governmental bookkeeping system
to do all those things and many more, 1
am sure we can work out some adminis-
trative machinery which will insure the
providing of adequate assistance to the
producer by his Government. I com-
mend the Senator from Vermont, for
pointing out the necessity for doing that.

Mr. President, I am saying that the
power should be placed in the hands of
the Government, so that assistance will
not be denied to the producers. I am
asking the Senate not to adopt the
Clark amendment which would com-
pletely tie our hands, would condemn
the present system of price controls to
inevitable failure and destruction, and
would throw the whole price administra-
tion system into immediate chaos, if our
action were joined in by our sister body,
the House of Representatives.

If we give the O. P. A. the authority to
pay subsidies, it will not go about looking
for people who want subsidies. It simply
will have that power in its bag—a power
it may employ when needed, and when
other methods are not available, For in-
stance, consideration might be given to
raising the price of milk 1 or 2 cents a
gallon, The Office of Price Administra-
tion might give the producers a subsidy
of 2 cents a gallon and a price increase of
2 cents a gallon, if it thought they were
entitled to a total increase of 4 cents. In
that way we would simply put another
weapon into the hands of the Govern-
ment in this dangerous warfare against
inflation.

If we adopt the Clark amendment we
deny to the Government any such power,
So, Mr. President, there is nothing un-
American about giving such power to the
Government. There is nothing incon-
sistent with our past actions. There is
nothing about such a course which would
be inharmonious with what we have
been doing. There is nothing which
would be outside the virtue and the re-
ward of past experience, Such action
would not be dissimilar to what the Brit-
ish have been doing, according to our
information.

JUNE 25

Therefore, I cannot see why there is so
much objection and concern on the part
of some Members of the Senate at the
thought that the power might be con-
tinued in the hands of the Government.

I will say in fairness to the O. P. A.
that this is nof the first time it has asked
for help of this sort. I know Congress
has been reluctant to grant it. At the
same time we are voting to do a great
many things we are reluctant to do. I
believe that if the Clark amendment is
rejected the able Senators who are mem-
bers of the Committee on Banking and
Currency and other Senators interested
in the subject can work out the form of
subsidy which is most reasonable and
proper, and which will more definifely
assure that the subsidy will be received
by the persons who are entitled to receive
it. However, we cannot go on expecting
the O. P. A. to hold the line and expect-
ing producers to get a fair return, and
not place in the hands of the Govern-
ment the power to accomplish those de-
sirable objectives. That power the Clark
amendment would take away.

Therefore, Mr, President, I hope that
the Government will not be deprived of
that essential weapon in this most dan-
gerous war against inflation.

Mr, HILL., Mr. President, I wonder if
we can obtain an agreement as to a time
to vote on the Clark amendment. I do
not wish the Senate to take action at
this time, because the Senator from Mis-
souri is temporarily absent from the
Chamber. I wonder if it would be pos-
sible to agree, if the Senate should take
a recess at this time until 11 o’clock to-
morrow morning, that at not later than
12 o'clock we will vote on the pending
amendment, the amendment of the Sen-
ator from Missouri, with the time equally
divided between the proponents and the
opponents of the amendment. T under-
stand that the Senator from Missouri will
return to the Chamber in a moment.

Mr., GUFFEY. Mr, President, I have
always been opposed to subsidies, but
in the present situation three things
confront us as Members of Congress.
The first is the problem of winning the
war. The second is the problem of se-
curing a just and lasting peace. The
third is the problem of preventing infla~
tion. For that reason I have changed
my position, and will vote for the pro-
posed subsidy. I believe it should be
adopted.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri entered the
Chamber.

Mr. GUFFEY. Before proceeding
further, I should like to ask the Sen-
ator from Missouri [Mr. Crarx] and the
Senator from Georgia [Mr. GeorGel a
question. If the Clark amendment
should be adopted, what substitute have
they to offer for the subsidy program?
What program has either of them to
offer in this situation? I have been
working on the problem for some time
with packers and food processors. I
wonder if either Senator has any pro-
gram to offer. I was asked by two or
three heads of departments to offer a
program. I am frank to say that I have
none. I have talked with several distin-
guished and intelligent leaders of the
Senate, They have no program to offer,

»
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For that reason I am willing to consider
the subsidy program,

Mr. CLARK of Missouri, Mr. Presi-
dent, if the Senator will tell me what he
is willing to consider, I shall be glad to
listen to his argument. The Senator
said he would be glad to consider some-
thing.

Mr. GUFFEY. I will vote with the
Senator if he has a program.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am inter-
ested in what the Senator has to offer.

Mr. GUFFEY. I have no program to -

offer. I have been thinking about the
problem for some time. I have nothing
better to offer than a subsidy. I wish to
know if the Senator from Missouri or
the Senator from Georgia has anything
to offer.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Is the Sen-
ator in favor of a subsidy?

Mr. GUFFEY. I am now; I was not
bhefore.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. If the Sena-
tor is in favor of subsidies, that presents
a very definite issue.

I believe that an alternate program
might be worked out. I am frank to say
to the Senator that I do not have such a
program at my fingertips at the moment.
I think there might be some such sys-
tem as the Government taking over com-
modities. Instead of putting a ceiling on
agricultural prices, the Government
might fix prices on agricultural produets
and agree to take all agricultural com-
modities at fixed prices. I am perfectly
frank to say that the plan has not been
worked out in detail, and I am not pre-
pared to present it.

However, I am very certain that the
proposal for subsidies, if adopted, means
the end of private enterprise in this
country, either as to agriculture or any-
thing else. Therefore, I am against if.
It seems to me that the question on which
we are to vote in connection with my
amendment is the question whether we
are going to end private enterprise, so
far as agriculture is concerned. If the
Senator from Pennsylvania is in favor of
ending private enterprise, and allowing
Jesse Jones, Prentiss Brown, or anyone
else to operate on the subsidy basis with-
out any authority of law, as they now
admit they are proceeding, the Senator
from Pennsylvania ought to voie against
my amendment. If the Senator has a
contrary view, as I have, then he should
vote for my amendment.

Mr. GUFFEY. I am interested in pre-
venting inflation. I think that is as im-
portant as winning the war.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am as
much interested in preventing inflation
as the Senator from Pennsylvania can
possibly be. No later than last October,
when the stabilization bill was before the
Senate for consideration, I offered a sub-
stitute for the bill which would have ab-
solutely stopped inflation.

Mr. GUFFEY. Was it voted upon?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Yes; it was
voted upon, and the Senator from Penn-
sylvania voted against it.

Mr, GUFFEY. I have forgotten what
it was. What was the nature of the sub-
stitute?

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. The Sena-
tor's memory is very short. It was a very
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simple proposal. Instead of leaving it
to the War Labor Board, on one side, and
Mr. Leon Henderson on the other side, to
pull against each other, I would simply
have frozen wages and prices at the
highest point reached between January 1
and September 15, 1942, That is the
point to which the President, through
Mr. Justice Byrnes, has been trying to
beat back to through his recent stabiliza-
tion order.

The Senator from Pennsylvania voted
against my substitute. There were only
about 20 votes in favor of it, but at that
time the Senator from Pennsylvania was
not so much interested in stopping infla-
tion as he apparently now is.

Mr. GUFFEY. I am interested now.

Mr. CLARK of Misouri. I, too, am very
much interested. Let me say to the Sen-
ator that I have been very much inter-
ested from the very beginning. When
the price-fixing bill came before the Sen-
ate, I knew that it would not be effective
unless it should provide for over-all con-
trol. At that time I talked with Mr.
Leon Henderson, and he entirely agreed
with me. He entirely agreed with the
views which had been previously ex-
pressed by Mr., Bernard Baruch, who was
probably the ablest authority in the
country at that time—and still is—on
the subject of inflation.

Mr. GUFFEY. I agree with the Sen-
ator in that statement.

Mr. of Missouri. Mr. Hender-
son said that he agreed 1,000 percent
with me, but that he was under obliga-
tion to carry out the policies which
might be approved by the “Big Four.” At
that time the “Big Four” were the Vice
President, the Speaker of the House, the
majority leader in the Senate, and the
majority leader in the House. Mr. Hen-
derson stated that he entirely agreed
with the over-all control theory ex-
pressed by Mr. Baruch, but that he was
not a free agent in the matter. I ad-
vocated that very principle on the floor
of the Senate. However, I did not re-
ceive any support from the Senator from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. GUFFEY. I will not deny that the
Senator did not receive support from me.
Perhaps I was mistaken then. When I
make a mistake I am willing to admit it.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. I am glad
to welcome the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania as a very belated recruit.

Mr. GUFFEY. In opposition to infla-
tion.

Mr, CLARK of Missouri. I am very
happy to welcome the Senator from
Pennsylvania as a very late recruit in the
fight against inflation.

FROPOSED REPAIRS TO THE SENATE
CHAMBER

Mr. GUFFEY. Mr. President, I have
been a Member of this body for 8 years.
During that time I have learned one
thing. What is everybody’s business is
nobody's business. Now that we are
about to take a vacation for a month or
two, I think it is time, when we have
such a large attendance, to discuss the
acoustical properties of the Senate
Chamber,

For 8 years I occupied a seat in the
rear row on this side of the Chamber.
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For the first 5 years I could hear every-
thing. I could even hear everything the
mild-mannered and soft-spoken minor-
ity leader, Mr. McNARY, said on the other
side of the Chamber. ?

Later the air circulation system in the
Chamber was changed to increase the
volume of air for cooling purposes. That
very noticeably changed the acoustical
properties of the Chamber. I moved my
seat nearer to the front, hoping that that
would enable me to hear better. It did
not. I became worried about my hear-
ing, and went to the best experts in Bal=-
timore for a consultation. I consulted
the leading aurists there, and found that
my hearing had not changed over a
period of years.

Then the steel work was erected over=
head. Again the acoustic conditions of
the Chamber were perceptibly changed,

About a year ago the distinguished
senior Senator from Florida [Mr.
Awnprews] presented a report of a spe-
cial committee which recommended a
program for improving the acoustic
properties of the Senate Chamber. I
should like to have that report produced
again. I do not know whether the Sen-
ator has it here now. The work recom-
mended to be done would cost some
money, and it would take some time, but
I think it should be done during the
coming vacation, That would be a good
time to do it. I shall ask fhe senior
Senator from Florida to present the re-
port again, at his first opportunity. If
the repairs were made in accordance
with the recommendations contained in-
the report, I am sure we would be able
to hear what was being said in the Sen-
ate Chamber, and would not have con-
stantly to call for order. If the acous-
tical properties of the Chamber were
improved we would have better order
in the galleries. I believe the plan to
which I refer would produce the desired
result. About 5 years ago I offered two.
such plans but the Senate was not in-
terested. The execution of one plan
would have cost approximately $25,000;
of the other, approximately $30,000.
Either would have improved conditions
to some extent. The plans I oifered
were submitted before the steel work
was erected to support the ceiling of the
Chamber. 3

I hope the senior Senator from Florida
will again present the report of the
special committee, because I think it is
important that the acoustic properties of
the Senate Chamber be improved.

CONTINUATION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (S, 1108) to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase ifs bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the an-
nual appraisal of its assets, and to pro-
vide for an audit by the General Ac-
counting Office of the financial transac-
tions of the Corporation, and for other
purposes.

Mr. CLARK of Missouri. Mr. Presi-
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when
the Senate concludes its business today
it take a recess until 11 o’clock tomor-
row morning, and that it be agreed that*
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a vote shall be taken on the amend-
ment I have offered, and all amendments
thereto, at not later than the hour of
1 o'clock p. m. I will include in my
unanimous-consent request a request
that the time be divided equally, one
half to be controlled by the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Bankresp] and the re-
maining half to be controlled by myself.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection?

The Chair hears none, and it is so
ordered.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

As in executive session,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Benate messages from the President of
the Untied States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees,

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

POSTMASTER—ETHEL G. WOMBLE

Mr. HILL., As in executive session, I
ask unanimous consent that the nomi-
nation of a postmaster on the executive
calendar be considered and confirmed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection the nomination will be considered
as in executive session.

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Ethel G. Womble to be postmas-
ter at Goldston, N. C.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the nomination is confirmed.

Mr, HILL, I ask that the President be
immediately notified of the confirmation
of the nomination.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, the President will be notified
forthwith.

RECESS

Mr, HILL. I move that the Senate
take a recess until tomorrow at 11 o’'clock
a. m.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 33 minutes p. m.) the Sen-
ate took a recess, the recess being under
the order previously entered, until to-
morrow, Saturday, June 26, 1943, at 11
o’clock a. m.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Benate June 25 (legislative day of May
24), 1943: 5

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY

Joseéph T. Votava, of Nebraska, to be United
Btates attorney for the district of Nebraska.
Mr. Votava is now serving in this office under
an appointment which expired May 23, 1943,

Horace Frierson, of Tennessee, to be United
States attorney for the middle didirict of
Tennessee. Mr. Frierson is now serving in
this office under an appointment which ex-
pired March 4, 1943.

UNITED STATES MARSHAL

George E. Proudfit, of Nebraska, to be
United States marshal for the district of
Nebraska. Mr. Proudfit is now serving in this
office under an appoihtment which expired
January 26, 1943.

Reuben Gosnell, of South Carolina, to be
United States marshal for the western dis-
trict of South Carolina. Mr. Gosnell is now
serving in this office under an appointment
which expired June 2, 1943.
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POSTMASTERS

The following-named persons to be post-

masters:
y ALABAMA

Virginia V. Tucker, Helena, Ala. Office
became Presidential July 1, 1942,

Willlam B. Mims, Phenix City, Ala., in place
of J. F. Freeman, 5Sr., deceased.

ARKANSAS
Don H. Stalls, Turrell, Ark., in place of D.
H. Stalls. Incumbent’s commission expired
April 21, 1941,
CALIFORNIA
Victor P, Vieira, Esparto, Calif., In place of
B. L. Rogers, retired.

FLORIDA

Hilary T. Stewart, Fort Walton, Fla., In
place of B. F. Pryor, retired.

GEORGIA

Richard B. Sims, Canton, Ga.,
A. V. Jones, 8r., resigned.
IOWA
Lillian R. Carson, Essex, Iowa, In place of
J. O. Bussard, transferred.
Catherine H. Wiggerman, Maurice, Iowa, In
place of J. E. Mieras, retired.

MAINE

Harold Wayne Allen, Columbia Falls,
Maine, in place of W. H, Allen, retired.

MASSACHUSBETTS

Dorothy M. Armstrong, Hull, Mass., In place
of M. P. Murphy, removed.

MICHIGAN

John 8. Dunsford, Marlette, Mich., in place
of F. J. Erwin, resigned.

MINNESOTA

James M. McGuire, Rush City, Minn,, in
place of Henry Schneider. Incumbent's
commission expired May 12, 1942,

MISSISSIPPI

Hall W. Wilson, Natchez, Miss,, in place of
William Bullock, deceased.

MISSOURI

Wade D. Moody, Pattonsburg, Mo., In place
of H. F. Nalle, transferred.

NEEBERASEA

Willlam Stuart Campell, Waterloo, Nebr.,
in place of W. 8. Campbell. Incumbent's
commission expired June 23, 1942.

NEW YORK

Don J. Herrington, Cato, N. Y., in place of
G. C. Gumaer, retired.

Dorothy G. Mooney, Cicero, N. ¥. Office
became Presidential July 1, 1942.

Howard G. McGee, Copake, N. Y., in place
of H. G. McGee. Incumbent’s commission
expired June 23, 1942.

W. Pranklin Moore, Freeville, N. Y., in place
of George 8. Hart, deceased.

Alice C. Lewis, Gilboa, N. ¥. Office hecame
Presidential July 1, 1942,

Clarence M. Erum, Grahamsville, N.¥. Of-
fice became Presidential July 1, 1942.

Arley V. Joslyn, Grand Gorge, N. Y., in
place of J. E, Moore, removed.

Jennie Young, Howes Cave, N. Y. Office
became Presidential July 1, 1842,

Williard ©. Schadt, Jeffersonville, N. Y., in
place of F, W. Schadt, deceased.

Francis E. Hughes, La Fargeville, N. Y, in
place of L. W. Snell, transferred.

Iva B. Locke, La Fayette, N. ¥. Office be-
came Presidential July 1, 1942

William J. Holbert, Morrisville, N. Y, in
place of W. J. Holbert. Incumbent's com=-
mission expired March 1, 1942,

Roy Blanchard, Onelda, N. Y., in place of
Roy Blanchard. Incumbent's commission
expired June 23, 1942,

in place of
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Julla W. Gurnett, Watkins Glen, N. Y, In
place of J. W. Gurnett, resigned. -
Donald R. Widrick, Whitesbmo. N. ¥, In
place of C. H. Widrick, deceased.
NORTH DAKOTA
William T. Wakefield, Mott, N. Dak., in

of W. T. Wakefield. Incumbent's com=~
mission expired June 23, 1942,
PENNSYLVANIA
Emma P. Snyder, Leesport, Pa. Office be-
came Presidential July 1, 1840.
Cleona Frite, Noxen, Pa., in place of L. R.
Hackling, transferred.
PUERTO RICO
Jose R. Sotomayor, Barceloneta, P. R. Of-
fice became Presidential July 1, 1942,
Leonidos M. Lopez, Camuy, P. R. Office
became Presidential July 1, 1942.

SOUTH DAKOTA

Fred Coates, Provo, 5. Dak. Office became
Presidential July 1, 1942,

TENNESSEE

Regie H. Ray, Ducktown, Tenn., in place of
P. A. Russell, Incumbent’'s commission ex-
pired June 23, 1942,

LeRoy J. Eldredge, Hixson, Tenn., in place
of L. J. Eldredge. Incumbent's commission
expired June 23, 1942,

VIRGINIA

Edward C. Oslin, Boydton, Va., in place of

E. L. Toone, retired.

Elsie P. Jones, Urbanna, Va.,
C. C. Chowning, removed.

WEST VIRGINIA

Stella M. Gordon, Bramwell, W. Va., in
place of M. R. Walker, retired.

Harry C. Louden, Fairmont, W. Va, In
place of A. G. Hartin, deceased.

Paul D. Young, Omar, W. Va., in place of
A, C. Bmith, resigned.

in place of

CONFIRMATION

Executive nomination confirmed by
the Senate June 25 (legislative day of
May 24), 1943:

PosTMASTER
: NORTH CAROLINA
Ethel G. Womble, Goldston.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Fripay, Jung 25, 1943

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera
Montgomery, D. D., offered the following
Prayer: .

Heavenly Father, we would honor the
heroism and endurance which the brave
attain and which the bravest will not
despise; these are worthy to be scught,
We pray for something higher, sweeter,
and more precious; it is the secret of a
happy child at the side of his indulgent
father., Our Lord and Master had this
unbrcken companionship with His
Father amid the vicissitudes and storms
of His earthly mission. We do not pray
to see the future which is folded from
our sight, but for that rest in the word
of our Saviour: “Your Father knoweth.”
O equip us with this divine relation and
its exalted privilege.

Almighty God, we pray for men, godly
men, men of conviction and understand-
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ing, unyielding in all the dictates of
honor. O put them in the sanctuary,
in the street, in the neighborhoods, in
the home, and in the entanglements of
business and they will defy the world.
We pray for those robust patriots, who
by their daily lives, write a commentary
on the Constitution, on the ideal of the
true American life, and blessed Lord,
they will make the world believe. Let
them arise and go forth in righteousness
of rectitude and integrity and with that
peace which Thou dost regulate and with
that joy which is the reflection of
heaven. Bless us this day with that
quietude and poise which cometh from
the heart of a merciful God. In the
name of our Saviour. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed without
‘amendment a concurrent resolution of
the House of the following title:

H. Con. Res. 80. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the printing of additional coples
of House Document No. 287, Questions and
Answers, containing an analysis relative to
the Current Tax Payment Act of 1943,

The message also announced that the
Benate had passed a bill of the following
title, in which the concurrence of the
House is requested:

S.1242, An act to authorize appropriations
for salarles and expenses, Office of Fishery
Coordination.

- The message also announced that the
Senate disagrees to the report of the
committee of conference on the disa-
greeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the Senate to the bill
(H. R. 2714) entitled “An act making ap-
propriations to supply urgent deficiencies
in certain appropriations for the fiscal
. year ending June 30, 1943, and for prior
fiscal years, and for other purposes.”
The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the report of the com-
mittee of conference on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses on the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
1648) entitled “An act making appropri-
ations for the Treasury and Post Office
Departments for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1944, and for other purposes.”

WOMEN'S ARMY CORPS

Mr. MAY. Mr. Speaker, I call up the
conference report on the bill (8. 495) to
establish a Women’s Army Auxiliary
Corps for service in the Army of the
United States, and ask unanimous con-
sent that the statement of the managers
on the part of the House be read in lieu
of the report.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ken-
tucky? -

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the statement.

The conference report and statement

- are as follows:
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CONFERENCE REPORT

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S. 495)
to establish a8 Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps
for service in the Army of the United States,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recoms=-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its amendment
numbered 8.

That the SBenate recede from Its disagree-
ment to the amendments of the House num-
bered 4, 5, 6, and 7, and from its disagreement
to the amendment of the House to the title
of the bill; and agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 1: That the Senate
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House numbered 1, and agree to
the same with an amendment, as follows:
In leu of the matter proposed to be inserted
;:gr the House amendment insert the follow-

g:

“That there is hereby established in the
Army of the Unifed States, for the perlod
of the present war and for six months there-
after or for such shorter period as the Con-
gress by concurrent resolution or the Presi-
dent by proclamation shall prescribe, a com-
ponent to be known as the ‘Women's Army
Corps’. The total number of women enlisted
or appointed in the Women's Army Corps
ehall not exceed the number authorized from
time to time by the President.”

And the House agree to the same,

Amendment numbered 2: That the Senate
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House numbered 2, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted
by the House amendment insert the follow-
ing:
“The enlisted personnel of such corps shall
consist of women of excellent character in
good physical health, who are enlisted in the
Army of the United States under the pro-
visions of the last paragraph of section 127a
of the National Defense Act, as amended
(64 Stat. 213), and who are on the date of
such enlistment citizens of the United States
between the ages of twenty and fifty years.”

And the House agree to the same.

Amendment numbered 8: That the Senate
recede from its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the House numbered 3, and agree
to the same with an amendment, as follows:
In lieu of the matter proposed to be inserted
?g the House amendment insert the follow-

g3

“The commanding officer of such corps shall
be a colonel and such officers of lower rank
ghall be appointed as the Secretary of War
may prescribe: Provided, That physicians and
nurses shall not be enlisted in this corps:
And provided further, That commissioned
officers and noncommissioned officers of the
Women's Army Corps shall exercise com-
mand only over women of the Women's Army
Corps and other members of the Army of the
United Btates specifically placed under their
command.” -

And the House agree to the same.

AnpREw J. May,
R. E. THOMASON,
MatTHEW J. MEREITT,
Managers on the part of the House.
RoeT. R. REYNOLDS,
ELEErT D. THOMAS,
Eowin C. JoHNsoN,
STYLES BRIDGES,
Managers on the part of the Senate.

. STATEMENT

The managers on the part of the House at
the conference on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses on the amendments of the
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House to the bill (S. 405) to establish a
Women's Army Auxiliary Corps for service
in the Army of the United States, submit the
following statement in explanation of the
effect of the action agreed upon by the con-
ferees and recommended in the accompanying
conference report: L

Amendment No. 1: The Senate bill pro-
vided for the establishment in the Army of
the United States for the period until the
cessation of hostilities in the present war and
for 6 months thereafter, or for such shorter
period as the Congress by concurrent resolu-
tion or the President by proclamation might
prescribe, or until January 1, 1945, whichever
might be earlier, a component tc be known
as the Women's Army Auxiliary Corps. The
House amendment designated the corps as
the Women's Army Corps and established it
for the duration of the war plus 6 months or
for such shorter period as the Congress by
concurrent resolution or the President by
proclamation might designate. The House
amendment further provided that the num-
ber of women in the corps should not exceed
the number authorized from time to time by
the President and in no event should exceed
150,000. The conference agreement adopts
the House amendment except as to the limit
of 150,000 upon the number of women who
may be in the corps.

Amendment No. 2: The Scznate bill pro-
vided that the enlisted personnel of the corps
should consist of women enlisted in the Army
of the United States under the concluding
paragraph of section 127a of the National
Defense Act, as amended. The House amend-
ment made similar provision with respect to
the enlisted personnel of the corps and pro-
vided further that the women should be of
excellent character, in good physical health,
and at the time of enlistment citizens of the
United States between the ages of 20 and 45
years. The conference agreement adopts the
House amendment except that the maximum
age at time of enlistment is ralsed from 45
to 50 years.

Amendment No. 8: The House amendment
inserted new matter providing that the com=-
manding officer of the corps should be a
colonel, that the corps should have such offi-
cers of lower rank as the Secretary of War
might prescribe, that physicians and nurses
should not be enlisted in the corps, and that
the military authority of officers of the eorps
should be exercised over women of the corps
only and should be limited to administration
of the corps. The conference agreement
adopts the House amendment except with
respect to the limitation upon military au-
thority of the officers of the corps, As to that,

‘the conference agreement provides that com-

missioned and noncommissioned officers of
the corps shall exercise command only over
women of the corps and othe® members of
the Army of the United States who are spe=
cifically placed under their command.

Amendment No. 4: The Senate bill pro=
vided that officers of the corps and their de=
pendents and benficiaries should have all of
the rights, privileges, and benefits which are
accorded in like cases to other officers ap=
pointed under the joint resolution of Sep-
tember 22, 1941, and to their dependents and
beneficiaries. The House amendment has the
effect of providing that the rights, privileges,
and benefits shall be the same except where
otherwise expressly provided. The confer=
ence agreement adopts the House amend-
ment.

Amendment No. 5: Section 4 of the Senate
Bill specifically authorized the Becretary of
War to prescribe additional regulations ap-
plicable to the corps and provided that the
corps and the Army Nurse Corps should be
the only women's organizations in the Army
of the United States. The House amendment
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eliminated section 4. The conference agree-
ment adopts the House amendment.

Amendments Nos. 6 and 7: These amend-
ments merely renumbered sections and were
made necessary by the adoption of amend-
ment No. 5. The conference agreement
adopts the House amendments.

Amendment No. 8: The House amendment
added a new section to the bill providing
that the Servicemen's Dependents Allowance
Act of 1942 ghould not be applicable to de-
pendents of women enlisted under the bill
and further providing that women commis-
sioned or enlisted under the bill should re-
ceive only the subsistence and rental allow-
ances payable to male commissioned officers
and enlisted men, without dependents. The
House recedes from this amendment.

ANDREW J. MAY,

R. E. THOMASON;-

MATTHEW J. MERRITT,
Managers on the part of the House,

The conference report was agreed to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection fo
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection. -
~_[Mr. Taser addressed the House, His

remarks appear in the Appendix.]

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp and include there-
in a short editorial on the food crisis.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. MASON. Mr. Speaker, I further
ask unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp, and include
therein a statement from the Chamber
of Commerce of San Francisco in favor
of repealing the Chinese Exclusion Act.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Illi-
nois?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my own
remarks in the Recorp, and include
therein ar® article from the Atlanta
Constitution.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the genfleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. Speaker, I fur-
ther ask unanimous consent to extend
my own remarks in the Recorp, and in-
clude therein a poem by Mr. Horace C.
Carlisle.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ala-
bama?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE
Mr. STEWART. Mr. Speaker, I have
been granted permission to address the

House for 20 minutes today. I do not
desire to use this time, but instead ask
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unanimous consent that on Wednesday
next I be permitted to address the House
for 30 minutes,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

Mr. STEWART. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks and include therein an edi-
torial from the Daily Ardmorite, of Ard-
more, Okla.

The SPEAKER. 1Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There was no objection.

[Mr. STEwarT addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent te extend my own re-
marks in the Recorp and include therein
a short editorial from the Pontiac Daily
Press, and further to extend my own re-
marks and include therein excerpts from
an address.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection,

PRICE ROLL-BACKS AND SUBSIDIES

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mich-
igan?

There was no objection.

Mr. DONDERO. MTr. Speaker, the pro-
posal to roll back prices and reduce the
cost of living and then vote a subsidy on
the backs of the American taxpayers is
just one way of deceiving the people of
this country. Living costs will be more,
not less. Bonds must be sold, money bor-
rowed, interest paid, and administration
costs added. How long must we of this
generation ask the future generations to
pay for the undeserved ease of our day?
It means shifting our obligation to the
backs of the soldiers now fighting our
battles when they return. If the people
of this country, when wage scales and the
national income are the highest in the
history of the Nation, are unable to pay
for butter, coffee, meat, and for food at
decent prices to the producer, when will
they be able to pay for it?

This morning I received a telegram
from two farmers’ organizations in my
district, the Oxford Cooperative Elevator
Co. and the Oakland County Farm Bu-
reau, both saying this:

Farmers and farm leaders are emphatically
opposed to any roll-back in farm prices. So
much unfavorable publicity from Washing-
ton. Absence of guaranty of stabilized prof-
itable returns to agﬂcultu.re when labor and
industry are taken care of is interfering with
crop production. Office of Price Administra-
tion regimentation is resented.

Frep G. BEARDSLEY,

President, Farm Bureau, Oakland County.

Ray E. ALLEN,

Secretary, Ozford Cooperative Elevator Co.
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Give the farmer a decent price for his
products in the market place and there
will be no necessity for subsidies. * He is
opposed to accepting a Government dole
and forever forcing him to remain an
object of charity.

Subsidy will discourage the production
of food. Let the income of those who
till the soil be brought in line with
national income;

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ex-
tend my own remarks in the Recorp and
include therein an editorial entitled
“Subsidy Is All Wrong,” written by Mr.
J. C. Morrison, of Morris, Minn., one of
the leading editors of the Northwest.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Min-
nesota?

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend my remarks and include
therein an editorial by Mr. Arthur Krock
in the New York Times of today.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection to
the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

[Mrs. Rocers of Massachusetts ad-
dressed the House. Her remarks appear
in the Appendix.]

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include a brief
editorial.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the REcorp and.include two
short newspaper articles commending
the Women’s Army Auxiliary Corps.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no oujection.

EXTENSION OF COMMODITY CREDIT
CORPORATION

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I call up
House Resolution 270, which I send to
the desk and ask to have read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order
to move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration of
H. R. 2869, a bill to continue Commodity
Credit Corporation as an agency of the
United States, increase its borrowing power,
revise the basis of the annual appraisal of its
assets, and for other purposes. That after
general debate, which shall be confined to
the bill and shall continue not to exceed
3 hours, to be equally divided and controlled
by the chairman and the ranking minority
member of the Committee on Banking and
Currency, the bill shall be read for amend=
ments under the 5-minute rule. At the con=-
clusion of the reading of the bill for amend~
ment the Committee shall rise and report
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the same to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted and the
previous question shall be considered as
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit,

Mr, SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the usual 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Michigan, and shall take 5 minutes
myself.,

This rule makes in order H. R. 2869,
providing for the continuance of the
Commodity Credit Corporation for an
additional 2 years. It increases the
amount heretofore authorized by $500,-
000,000. From the evidence before the
Rules Committee there is no objection to
the bill, and to the continuance of the
Corporation, because all seem to appre-
ciate the tremendous work which has
been done and the good that has been
accomplished for agriculture by this
Corporation and for the country in
general,

There is some objection to section 6,
which contains certain restrictions that

.have been placed on the Corporation.
That section reads as follows:

Sec. 6. In order to prevent the funds of the
Commodity Credit Corporation or any other
Government agency from being used for the
payment of subsidies to maintain maximum
prices for agricultural commodities or for
commoditles processed in whole or In sub-
stantial part from agricultural commodities,
no maximum price ghall be established or
maintained under any law for any such com=~
modity below a price which will refiect to the
producers thereof, in the market place, the
support price therefor announced by the
Bocretary, or below the higher of the maxi-
mum prices provided in section 3 of Public
Law No. 729, approved October 2, 1942, as
amended, except that nothing in the fore-
going provisions shall be construed to pre-
vent the selling of wheat for feeding purposes
if sold at not less than the parity price of
corn nor to prevent such adjustments in the
price supports and price ceilings on competi=
tive oils and fats as may be required to bring
about or to maintain the necessary relation-
ship in the prices of such products that is
required to assure adeguate production for
the war effort. Agreements made by the
Commodity Credit Corporation prior to the
enactment of this act shall not be affected by
this section until 60 days after the date of
enactment of this act. .

I do not know whether the committee
has acted wisely, but it is up to the House
to pass on that section.

There is also some disagreement I
think on section 7, which reads as
follows:

Sre. 7. Buch modifications shall be made in
maximum prices established under the Emer-
gency Price Control Act of 1043, approved
January 80, 1842 (Public Law No. 421, 77th
Cong.), and an act to amend the Emergency
Price Contral Act of 1942 to aid in preventing
inflation and for other purposes, approved
October 2, 1942 (Public Law No. 729, 77th
Cong.), for any agricultural commodity and
for commodities processed or manufactured
in whole or substantial part from any agri-
cultural commodity, as the War Food Admin-
istrator determines are necessary fto secure
an adequate production of such commodity
for war purposes,
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The disagreement was with respect to
the interpretation of the word “modifica-
tion” bearing on maximum prices; that
is, that there should be other verbiage
used to make it clearer. This is a minor
clarification that will and can be per-
fected in the House,

The bill I know is favored by both the
majority and the minority, and I feel
there should not be a great deal of trou-
ble and time taken in passing it.

In that connection I wish to state,
however, that I understand the Com-
modity Credit Corporation has acquired
tremendous quantities of corn, cotton
and other articles, which are still in the
warehouses, and I feel that these com-
modities, without affecting the market,
should be released, or the loans called.
I am informed that my friends, the corn
farmers, refuse to sell, because they can
get more for their corn now in the black
market. Many farmers need the corn
to feed the hogs, and it is bringing, as
they claim, about $1.40 a bushel, I think
it is manifestly unfair that the corn

farmers, who have been aided and as-

sisted by this Administration and by
this Congress and the Congresses that
have gone before, should now, when
there is a shortage of corn, go to the
extent of refusing to sell the corn they
now hold.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired.

Mr, SABATH. Mr. Speaker, I shall
take 2 additional minutes. Mr. Speaker,

I come from a corn State, and I think.

that all of the friends among the

corn farmers should inform them that

they are not making any friends here by
being unfair, unjust, and unreasonable,
in withholding the corn from the market.

I believe if the loans were called by
the Corporation, a great deal of this
corn would be released and conditions
relieved. Of course, I think if you would
restrict the price of hogs and cattle, this
corn would not bring $1.40 in the black
market. Furthermore, the O. P. A. has
raised prices on meat, but has refused to
put a price on cattle and hogs, and there
a mistake has been made.

I think it is not too late now to take
action and that a ceiling price should be
placed on cattle and hogs. Cattle and
hogs that were selling in 1932 at 3 cents
a pound are now selling for 15, 16, and
17 cents a pound—500 percent higher
than they were selling for then, and per-
haps 150 percent higher than in 1939,
So I feel something should be done in
the interest of the consumer and in the
interest of those who have not received
increases in their salaries and wages and
whose cost of living has gone up ali the
way from 50 to 100 percent. These
people cannot stand it much longer, and
difficulties are liable to ensue unless
these matters are adjusted.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the remainder
of my time and yield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan.

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, it is
regréttable that the distinguished chair=
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man of the Rules Committee, the farm=
ers’ friend from the cornfields of Chi-
cago, feels called upon to so severely
castigate all American farmers by ac-
cusing them of unethical, unpatriotic,
and illegal conduct in causing, making,
and maintaining a black market for
meats.

He entirely overlooks the fact that the
administration has called upon the farm-
ers to produce more meat, especially cat-
tle and hogs. He also overlooks the fact,
or perchance may not be familiar with
the fact, that the farmers’ corn, fed to
the livestock, produces the meat food
that the farmers have been urged to sup-
ply. The great mass of farmers do
nothing to create or support a black
market. All the farmer wants is a fair
price in the market place, and what, Mr,
Chairman, is so wrong about that?

Surely, Mr, Chairman, you would nof
ask the farmers to produce meat at a loss
in order that your consumers in Chi=
cago may buy more cheaply. Surely, you
would not expect the farmers to place
their corn on the market at a less price
than it cost them to produce, and at a
less price than they could receive by
selling that same corn in meat at the
same market.

The implication of the chairman's re=-
marks is that the food producers should
subsidize the chairman’s consumer con=
stituents in Chicago. Well, of course,
while most labor in war industry is to-
day receiving unheard-of compensation
and is abundantly able to pay for its food
at a much higher price, yet we are all
mindful of the school teachers, the clerks,
and the white-collar employees who have
had no increase in wages but who must
buy their food in the same market with
the high-salaried war worker. _

There is a problem here that is very
difficult to solve and some method musf
be found to adjust these inegualities. It
will not help any, however, to shout
“wolf” at the farmer and accuse him of
maintaining a black market at the ex-
pense of those who must buy food. We
are all human, The ccnsumer would
like to buy as cheaply as possible and,
by the same token, the farmer would
like to get as high & price as possible.
In wartimes, each group must make con-
cessions, and in doing so must not charge
bad faith or misconduct on the part of
the other. 3

My respect and affection for my chair-
man are such that I want to believe that
his remarks were inadvertently made,
and that when he thinks it over he will
soften up a little in his condemnation of
the great class of food producers to whom
our country and, in fact, the world at
large, owe so much today.

Mr. SABATH, Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MICHENER. I am sorry, but all
time has been promised. I now yield 10
minutes to the gentleman from Kansas
[Mr. Hopel, who by common consent is
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always authorized to speak for the farm-
ers of the country on matters affecting
their industry.

Mr. SABATH. Will the gentleman
yield for a correction?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from
Kansas [Mr. Hopg] is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
discuss only one phase of the legislation
which is embodied in this bill. I refer
particularly to section 6 relating to sub-
sidy payments. I have in mind espe-
cially the subsidy payments which have
been lately put into effect on meat and
butter, the so-called roll-back subsidies.
The argument that is made by those who
are advocating subsidies of that type is
that they are necessary in order to ab-
sorb the increased cost of living, par-
ticularly the increased cost of food. The
proponents of those subsidies say in ef-
fect that we stabilized wages last Sep-
tember, but we did not stabilize prices.
As a matter of fact, we did not stabilize
either of them. Prices have gone up
some and wages have gone up some since
last September.

I placed in the Recorp day before yes-
terday some figures compiled by the Li-
brary of Congress, showing the increase
in wages, both hourly and weekly wages,
since last September 15, and also the in-
creases in the cost of living. I think if
we are going to adopt the theory that
we are to roll prices back to Sepiember
15, then in all fairness, if we are going
to deal with the question of inflation,
we must also roll wages back to the same
date. Unless we do we are increasing the
inflationary gap and bringihg the perils
of inflation nearer and nearer.

I do not want to go into that question
any further at this time. I do invite
your attention to these figures which you
~ will find in the Recorp for Wednesday.
They show that wages on the average
have increased as rapidly as the cost of
living since last September.

I want to consume the remainder of
my time in discussing some figures which
are contained in a publication by the
Bureau of Agricultural Economics, en-
titled “The Marketing and Transporta-
tion Situation.” I call attention particu-
Jarly to the figures contained in this docu-
ment which compare that portion of the
consumer’s income spent for food at the
present time and at different periods in
the past. I am going to get permission
to put in the Recorp the table to which
I am referring at this time.

I call attention particularly to the fact
that at the present time, that is, for
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March 1943—these are the latest figures
available—American consumers spent 21
percent of their income for food. That
is the smallest percentage of income with
the exception of 2 or 3 months last year
and at the beginning of this year, that
we have ever spent in this country for
food. In January and February of this
year and during 2 or 3 months last year,
the percentage dropped down to 20 per-
cent. I am told on reliable authority
that in England, which we are asked to
adopt as a model as far as subsidies are
concerned, the consumers spend 60 per-
cent of their income for food.

Let me also eall attention to this fact,
that the 22 percent of the consumer’s
income which now goes for food in-
cludes recent increase in the standard
of living, because if we will take, as
shown in this table, the quantity of
food which the average consumer pur-
chased during the period from 1935 to
1939, if he bought that same quantity
and quality of food today he would be
expending only 16 percent of his pres-
ent income. So that he has improved
his standard of living during the period
from 1939 to the present time because
he is now spending 22 percent o6f his
income for food.

Let me call your attention also fo com-
parative figures as to income and ex-
penditures for food between September
1942, which is the date to which we are
going to rell prices back if we adopt the
theory of the proponents of that policy,
and March 1943. The total average in-

“come in this country in September 1942

was $883. That was the per capita in-
come. In March 1943 it was at the rate
of $1,012 annually, or $129 more. The
per capita cost of food in September
1942 was $178. In March 1943 it was
$208, an increase of only $30, whereas
wages and salaries have increased $129
during that same period of time.

In view of that situation it seems to
me that any argument that we should
roll back prices of food products to
September 1942 or any earlier date does
not stand up for a minute, If we have
any idea of preventing inflation certainly
we do not want to adopt any program
which, by its very nature, can only be in-
flationary, because it adds to the pur-
chasing power of the consumer by re-
ducing the price he pays, while in no
way reducing the income which he re-
ceives, and which has been constantly
increasing since the war period began.

I do not want to say that I am opposed
to all types of subsidies. There are some
which I think are helping in bringing
about an increased production. There
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are some of them which have been put
into effect in order to aid the war effort-
in the production of strategic materials,
but there is a clear distinction between
those subsidies which have been put into
effect in order to bring about increased
production and those which are simply a
roll-back of prices on the theory that
prices have advanced more rapidly than

~wages. I think if we will keep that dis-

tinction in mind there should be no diffi-

culty in determining what. types of sub-

sidy will assist and contribute to the war

effort and what types will fail to make

g:at contribution, but bring about infla-
on.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RamspECcK). The time of the gentleman
from Kansas has expired.

Mr., FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 1 additional minute.

Mr. BARRY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, HOPE. 1 yield.

Mr, BARRY. If prices have advanced
more rapidly than wages—and I do not
agree with the gentleman’s figures—
would he then be in favor of the roll-
back or reduction without subsidies?

Mr. HOPE. No; I would not, because
I do not think we can increase our stand-
ard of living in time of war. All this idea
that you have to roll back prices, if they
get a little ahead of wages, is based on
the theory that we can increase our
standard of living at a time when two-
thirds of our national energy is devoted
to carrying on the war, instead of pro-
d_ucing for consumption. Under these
circumstances a lowering of our living
standards is inevitable. We can put off
the evil day but we cannot prevent it.
You cannot do it.

Mr. BARRY. I call the attention of
the gentleman to the fact that two Sun-
days ago in the New York Times ap-
peared a chart which was put out by the
Labor Department which indicated that
since January 1941 food prices have in-
creased 40 percent and wages have only
increased half of that, or a differential
of 20 percent.

Mr. HOPE. Food prices are only a
part of the cost of living; these figures
also considered everything coming under
the cost of living, As shown by the fig-
ures already quoted, only 21 percent of
consumer income goes for food. A large
increase in food prices might mean only
a small increase in the total cost of living.
Attached herewith is the table referred to
from the Bureau of Agricultural Eco-
nomics publication, the marketing and
transportation situation:
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TasLe 1.—Food cost and erpenditures compared with total and disposable income per person, United States average, specified periods

v
. Cost to consumer of fixed quantities of foads rep-
Food expenditures resenting average annual consumption por per-
son, 1935-39
Total ex-
Total i Diis hle f;‘-cntliiurcs As t f— As tage of *—
otal in- Sposi or CONSUIN- percentage of percentage
Year and month come ! income! | ers go&ld.'.
Aan
services! | Actaal? Total ex- | Actual? Total ex-
Total in- | Disposable | penditures Total in- | Disposable | penditures
come _ income for goods comao income for goods
and services and services
Dwm:’:m Dollars Dollars Dollars Percent Pereent Percent Dollars Patmm Percent Percent
|, Peerit ety R ! L IR A - B Taeen PR
..... 100 30
101 26
115 24 |
147 a1
166 31
192 a3
201 82
142 2
138 28 |-
144 21
143 z
155 H |
155 A |-
150 23
L R Sk % 150 23
....... 679 655 583 1 2 24 o 149 2 b 28
595 574 627 143 24 25 o 189 n 2 13
500 480 437 120 4 25 2 1z 2 2 20
380 366 35 o 25 26 b 42 A 23 2%
...... 368 354 341 a1 26 8 a0 93 25 20 2
418 403 377 100 4 25 1 105 25 26 2%
460 442 410 105 3 24 2 116 25 26 28
................................. 531 608 461 113 21 2 25 115 22 z 25
561 536 485 119 i} 25 119 an 2 2%
509 454 451 113 2 25 108 21 22 24
541 &7 471 114 21 2 24 108 20 21
1035-39 avernge - cooeuas PR 520 407 456 113 2 2 25 113 22 23 25
1040__ &79 564 497 121 21 » 4 107 18 19 22
1641 662 662 560 140 20 21 25 1 17 18 22
1042 857 807 612 176 21 2 29 144 17 18 4
Annual rates by months, seasonally adjusted
i) Td4 617 168 2 23 1 134 17 18 »
86 751 501 160 20 a wn 136 17 18 23
795 750 85 162 20 21 2 138 17 18 25
815 T8 501 165 20 2 28 139 17 18 H
825 i) 639 171 n 2 27 140 17 18 22
844 802 589 169 20 21 bt 142 17 18 24
B59 813 615 170 21 22 24 143 17 18 23
875 824 631 182 21 22 2 145 ~ 17 48 23
BR3 828 610 178 20 21 20 145 16 18 24
205 845 652 196 2 n 30 144 16 18 2
937 870 628 184 20 21 2 151 16 17 24
958 88T 631 193 20 22 31 153 16 17 24
a1 805 650 105 20 2 30 155 16 17 24
992 o 688 202 20 22 20 157 16 17 -
1,012 915 029 208 2 n 33 162 16 18 20

| Caleulated from data pregarad in the Bureau of Foreign and Domestic Commerce. Total income is national income dgmmmts to individual per capita of United States
forees. This average is approximately equal to income per capita of clvi]isnl?u ulation, ispos
uﬁod States population excluding armed forces abroad.  Actual
aces, and elsewhere, plus allowance for value of home-produced foods, per
ulation. This expenditure reflects changes in quantities and types of foods purchased

opulation, including all arme

neome is total income less direct personal taxes. Total expenditares for goods and serviees are averaged over
{food expenditure is total amount spent for foods (excluding aleoholie liquors) in retail stores, cating

capita of United States civilian

teinment al eating places in addition to changes in food prices.

2 Cost to consumers of quantities of foods representing average annual consumption per person during
dituare for that period ($113) and applying to this base cost the chnu\gas in a United States averng
representing (1) retail food prices in 51 cities (U. 8. Burean of Labor

&

flering by less than 1 percent in 19042, Disposab

and in payments for preparation, service, and en

1935-39 is calenlated tzg taking as a 1935-38 bhse the actual food expen-
o consumers’ food price index.

he latter index is a weighted av of indoexes

tatisties); (2) retail food prices in other cities and towns; and (3) prices received by producers applied fo foods

consumed on farms where prodoced. This series reflects the part of changes in food cost duo solely to changes in food pri

 These perceniages show what share of consumers’ income would be required to purchase identi

vailing during each year and month.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Kansas has expired.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from Minne-
sota [Mr. AuvcusT H. ANDRESEN],

THE WOLCOTT AMENDMENT

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Speaker, in my opinion the roll-back and
subsidy program which has been an-
nounced by the administration is a fraud
on the American people. It is proposed
to save each individual consumer in the
United States 5 cents a pound on butter,
and since each person is allowed 12
pounds of butter a year, that saving will

be 60 cents a year per individual, or not
enough to pay for a ticket to a movie in
downtown Washington.

It is proposed to save the consumers 3
cents per pound on meat or 6 cents a
week, about §3 a year. And, in addition,
it is proposed to save 3 cents a pound on
coffee; you are allowed 12 pounds of
coffee a year, with a saving of about 36
cents. In other words, a total saving of
$3.92 per individual.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman.

ces,
cal quantities of the same foods (1935-30 average consumption) at‘priees pre-

Mr., COLE of Missouri, Would the
gentleman tell us what it would cost to
administer this subsidy program per in-
dividual?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Itises-
timated that the total subsidy will be
$450,000,000; it will cost at least another -
$50,000,000 to administer; that will be a
total of $500,000,000. The Governmenf
must sell bonds in order to raise the
money to pay the subsidy, and if we as-
sume that these War Savings bonds draw
2.9 percent interest, and we further as-
sume that they will run for 50 years, if
you calculate your interest on those
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bonds for that 50-year period, you have
a total of $725,000,000 in interest, plus
$500,000,000 subsidy at the end of the 50
years, In other words, you have got to
pay $1,225,000,000, which will be $9.15 for
each individual who saves $3.92 in the
year 1943 on his grocery bill.

Furthermore, I doubt very much if i0
percent of the membership of this House
will be living at the time the bonds are
paid, which means that our children and
our grandchildren will be called upon to
pay the $9.15 of the grocery bill so that
you and I could save $3.92 in 1943.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE, The gentleman has told
us how little the benefit will be to each
individual, but if the bill is put into effect,
and continues in effect, with the present
roll-back plan, does not the gentleman
understand it is the purpose of these pro-
posers of this subsidy plan to expand it
greatly so that the total cost might be
as much as $4,000,000,000 or $5,000,000,-
000 a year?

Mr, AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, If it
should be expanded, as has been sug-
gested, they will need about $2,000,000,-
000 for subsidy, and assuming they get
the $2,000,000,000 for subsidies they will
save each individual $12 in the year 1943,
or any 12-month period, and when the
bonds are paid off 50 years from now
each individual who saved $12 in the year
1943 will be called upon to pay back $36

in interest and principal to liquidate the

bonds.

Mr. H. CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Bpeaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I yield
to the gentleman.

Mr. H: CARL ANDERSEN. Mr.
Speaker, would it not be correct to say
that the roll-back will be upon our
grandchildren?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. There
is no question about it. As I said before,
very few of the people now living will be
alive when these bonds are to be paid.

Mr. COLE of Missouri. Will the gen-
tleman yield for another question?

© Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, I yield
to the gentleman,

Mr. COLE of Missouri. It will also fall
upon the soldiers, on the boys who are
fighting to preserve this country.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. That
s right; it will fall upon the soldiers and
our children, and their children will be
called upon to pay for the folly of 1943.

" Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. I am
sorry; I would like to, but I only have
a few minutes.

I went to a country school, and I
learned my arithmetic the same as most
of you in the old-fashioned manner. I
Jlearned that 2 and 2 make 4, and 3 and
3 make 6, but last night when I heard

. Prentiss Brown make a radio speech I

was amazed to hear advanced a new
theory in the higher realms of calcula-
tion. Mr. Brown stated, and I quote:
The roll-back subsidy program on meat
and butter will save consumers between twe
and three dollars for every dollar paid, and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

the Government at least will save two dol-
lars. This program will pay off in hard
dollars and cents at the rate of 4 or 5 to 1.

And he says that on some of the.things
the “saving will be higher. This is sound
Government finance.”

That is what Mr. Brown says, and
that is the end of the quotation.

No doubt Mr. Brown got this fanciful,
complicated scheme of higher mathe-
matics from the same men who figured
out that an obligation does not make
any difference; it does not make any
difference how big our national debt is
if we owe it to ourselves. So, I assume
that is following the same philosophy,
and also the philosophy of those who are
spending the taxpayers’ money, who
consider that it is sound Government
finance to subsidize and pay a part of
your grozery bill on borrowed money, to
be finally paid by future generations.

Mr. Speaker, I am supporting the Wol-
cott amendment because I am convinced
that the roll-back and subsidy scheme
is a mistake and a fraud against the
American people. This amendment, if
adopted, will materially help to stop in-
flation which now threatens our coun-
try.- The enactment of the amendment
will not increase the cost of living, if offi-
cials administer and enforce the law ac-
cording to the intent of Congress.

The roll-back and subsidy scheme has
brought a food crisis in our country, en-
couraged black-market operations, and is
rapidly breaking down our system for the
distribution of fecod. Food stores, pro-
cessors, and distributors are being forced
out of business because they cannot get
supplies. All at a time when we possess
the largest supplies of beef cattle, hogs,
and milk products in the history of our
country. The situation is particularly
serious in the processing and distribution
of meat. The O. P. A. refuses to recog-
nize that an error has been made in the
handling of meat and dairy products,
Unless prompt action is taken to remedy
the situation, it will be difficult for the
men in the armed forces to secure meat,
to say nothing about a supply for lend-
lease and civilian requirements. I am
convinced that the adoption of the Wol-
cott amendment and the Fulmer bill to
coordinate all food administration under
one head, will go far to correct the pres-
ent difficulties.

It will take men of experience to
straighten out the meat problem and
undo the damage already done in the
distribution of this vital food. It ap-
pears that the administration does not
desire to utilize fhe services of men who
have spent a lifetime in the business of
processing and distribution of meat and
other foods. The administration pre-
fers inexperienced men to shape and
administer the Nation’s food policies.

Mr. Speaker, one of the outstanding
meat processors of the country is a con-
stituent of mine. He is Mr, Jay C. Hor-
mel, of Austin, Minn. He has spent a
lifetime in the meat business and knows
what he is talking about.
Hormel to appear before the House Com-
mittee on Agriculture this morning to
propose a plan for the solution of our
difficulties in the distribution of meat.
Several members of our committee have

I asked Mr.

JUNE 25

asked me to place Mr. Hormel's splendid
and practical suggestion in the RECORD
for other Members of Congress and the
country to read. I believe it a good and
simple plan which should be put into
operation, and under leave granted me I
am including Mr. Hormel’s suggestion as
a part of my remarks:

A WORKABLE PLAN TO SOLVE THE MEAT
DISTRIBUTION PROBLEM

(By Mr. Jay C. Hormel, of Austin, Minn.)

I think the American public would be
shocked if people knew how bad the meat
situation really is.

It is time they are shocked. The situation
is worse than we have been told.

For example, the headline in the Chicago
Tribune on Friday, June 18, read: “More Pork
For Civilians! Army Will Get Larger Share
of Beef Store.”” That is not the truth.

It is not true that the civilian population
is going to get more pork. The production
of pork meat now is at a seasonal peak and
yet, even today, the Government is not get-
ting as much pork as it wants. A worse
truth is that in spite of the scarcity of beef
on the domestic market, our armed forces
are short of beef they need to eat. The
way the meat situation is being handled,
the Army will not get a larger share than it is
getting now

At the same time, there is a right way to
handle this meat situation to give the Army
what it needs, to give lend-lease all we can
spare them, and to distribute the civilian
supply fairly.

A statement entitled “A Program for Bolv-
ing Wartime Meat Problems” has been issued
by the Livestock and Meat Council, which
consists of 99 national, regional, and State -
associations and organizations of the live-
stock and meat industry. This statement
tells what will work and what won't work.

Its principles have been ac¢cepted by the
Government. The War Meat Board was es-
tablished for the purpose of carrying out that
meat management program.

It was written by committees consisting of
nearly three hundred pecple fairly repre-
senting all phases of the meat and livestock
industry.

The only trouble with the plan tcday is
that it is not being use. .

For example. The Army surely is short of
beef. Burely something must be done about
it.

What doeg the meat management plan say
to do?

It says to ask the civilian population to
use less beef. How do you ask hcm? By
increasing the point value of beef. And, at
the same time, explaining why point values
are ralsed,

Then what happens? You and I respect
our ration coupons because we know the
reason for them. Because of the increased
point value, we cut down on the amount of
beef we use. That leaves more beef in the
hands of the packers. If you and I don't buy
it, they look at the only other custemer they
have, which is the Army. In that way the
Army quickly and surely gets its beef. That
would be the right way to do it.

But now lets see what actually has hap-
pened during the last 2 weeks. The Govern-
ment called together a group of beef men.
They said, in effect, “This is an emergency.
The Army Is short of beef. What emergency
steps can e take?” At that point the Gov-
ernment people and the industry people for-
got about their meat management plan and
undertook a make-shift. They auickly calcu-
lated what portion of the beef the Army
needed. Then they issued orders to the
packers simply taking that amount of beef.

That sounds like direct action. They knew
what they wanted, so they reached right out

-to get it. But they didn’t get it. The reason

is they went at it the wrong way. They
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didn't follow the meat management plan. In
the first place, they didn’t tell you and me
what they were trylng to do. So you and I,
the consumer, couldn't help them a bit.

Even If they had told us what they were
trying to do, they didn't tell us how we could
help. We still had our ration tickets wlich
said any time we felt like spending 12 points
for a pound of round steak, all we had to do
was hunt up the butcher who had the round
steak.

Now, the Government can use only Gov-
ernment-inspected beef. That is the law.
So, this “take” order, or “set-aside” order as
it is known officially, applied only to Gov-
ernment-inspected packers. If you hap-
pened to be trading with a retailer who
handled Government-inspected meats, the
chances are he was out of round steak the
day you came in, because the Goveinment
already had taken 45 percent of the packer's
supply. That forced the retailer to look for
some other packer for hi- beef. That made
a new customer for that other packer. If
that other packer bought-one extra bullock
to take care of that new customer, there was
one less live bullock to be offered for sale.
If there were one less live animal for sale,
that meant the Government-inspected
houses slaughtered one less. It wasn't your
fault, because nobody had told you that 45
percent of that round steak you bought was
supposed to go to the Army.

It seems clear enough that the way to get
meat for the Army is to get you and me not
to buy the meat which the Army needs,
That seems simple enough.

That is a basic part of the meat manage-
ment plan. Of course, that is not all there
is to it. Altogether, the meat management
plan has four jobs to do.

1, Supply all the meat which the armed

foreces need.

* 2. Supply the Tull amount of meat allowed
for lease-lend.

8. Take the meat to the ration tickets, so
that after you have been told how many
tickets you can spend and what the point
prices are, you can spend your tickets as you
want to.

4. Maintain the meat price levels which
administration policy determines.

The plan is simple—Ilet rupply and demand
do all these jobs.

Fortunately, the use of supply and de-
mand to do these jobs is simple, also.

If we. weren't interested In price levels, the
meat managemeni plan simply would be to
let natural forces work as they always have
worked. The prices on things we wanted
most would go sky high and when the price
on that round steak got too high to suit us,
you and I would decide not to buy and the
Army would get all it needed.

We have a new name for high prices. We
call it inflation. We decided we didn't want
inflation, so we set out to control prices. We
still have to stick to supply and demand, g0
this time we use ration tickets to control
the demand.

If you have 16 points a week and you are
buying more than your share of round steak
at 12 points, the way to handle the situation
is to make round steak 14 points or 16 points
or 32 points or whatever is necessary so you
and I leave enough round steak for the
Army. v

_In the same way, we use the ration point
values to get enough of all meat for our
fighting forces and for lease-lend.

That leaves the problem of seeing to it that
you and I can get all the round steak we
want each day, whether it be the little bit
we want at 32 points a pound or whether it
be the larger amount we want at 16 points or
gt 14 points or at whatever minimum polnt
value still permits the Army to get what it
needs. .

When they tell us what the point value
is, we should be able to get what we want
no matter where we live. Now, it is obvious
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the War Meat Board never will be able to
direct the flow of meat each day in such &
way as to distribute the round steak equit-
ably all over the country. On the other
hand, we long have had a device which al-
ways has worked, If the price is higher in
one place than it is in another, somebody
always find it out and finds a way to take
the meat to the place where he can get the
best price for it.

Of course, we don’'t want inflation. So,
the question is, how are we going to put a
higher price on meat in order to get it to
your butcher shop or to your town? Well,
if we don't want high prices, the answer is
to make the price lower in the towns that
already have their share,

Fortunately, this is an easy thing to do,
The point values have been set so that 130,-
000,600 of us have leit plenty of round steak
on the market—all, In fact, that the Army
can use. You and I won't try to buy that
round steak away from the Army, becatise of
our points. That leaves the Government as
the only possible bidder for all that extra
ment,

Now, if the Government bids at ceiling
prices, a great many communities will be
ehort of meat because the easy thing for a
lot of packers to do will be to offer all their
meat to the Government. It takes a week
to collect the figures showing how many
head of livestock have been slaughtered, so as
one packer after another offers his meat to
the Government, the War Meat Board would
have no possible way of knowing whether
this was meat which should have come to
your town to supply your ration tickets. On
the other hand, if the War Meat Board should
buy this extra meat at just a little bit less
than ceiling prices, the packer would find
it more profitable to seil to your retailer who
would pay the full price.

In this way we see the meat management
plan can work 'only when two things have
happened, The first thing is that point
values must be set in such a way that there
is plenty of meat for the Government to buy.
The second is that the Government must buy
that meat at a price which is low enough so
that it always is profitable to somecne to
sell it to you instead, so long as you have the
points with which to buy.

Now, just as the meat management plan
demands that the Government's buying
prices be just a little below celling prices in
order to get fair distribution of the civilian
supply of meat, so the government can use
its buying prices to control the price of
meat to the civillan trade,

For example, if the celling price for a
certain class of meat is 40 cents and if the
Government’s price on that same meat
should be 36 cents, a packer, before selling
to the Government at 36 cents, would try to
find a retailer whose customers had enough
coupons so that retailer would buy his meat
at the 40-cent pricc. However, it is certaln
that some other packer would discover that
same dealer and rather than sell at the
Government price of 86 cents would ofier
that dealer the same meat at 39 cents.
Someone else, still wanting that dealer's busi=
ness, would offer at 38 cents and so on until
finally the price that dealer would pay would
be based on the fact that the Government's
36-cent-buying price was his only competi-
tion. In this way, the War Meat Board
absolutely can eet the meat price levels which
administration policy may determine.

I we get away from the wartime meat
plan, the Army goes short of meat, part of
the civilian population goes short of meat,
black markets thrive, and actual prices break
through our ceilings. ;

The consumer pays too much while the
producers hold indignation meetings and
legitimate small packers are forced out of
business.

On ‘the other hand, the meat management
plan does all the things we want it to do.
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If we use the rationing system and use it
properly, we control the amount of meat
which is available to you and to me and to
the Government. If we let price competi=
tion handle our distribution, we will get the
meat to our coupons.

By using the Government buying price to
set the price level, we will control Infiation,

Mr, SABATH, Mr, Speaker, I yield

" 5 minutes to the gentleman from North

Carolina [Mr. CLARK].

Mr., CLAREK. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the
genfleman yield for a consent request?

Mr. CLAREK. 1 yield.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent to revise end extend my
own remarks and include therein a table
prepared by the Bureau of Agricultural
Economies,

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so ordered.

There was no objection,

Mr. CLARE. Mr. Speaker, I doubt
if in all the agricultural programs we
have had in recent years anything has
been of so much practical benefit to
agriculture as the activity of the Com-
medity Credit Corporation. Having had
some opportunity of observing its oper-
ations my conclusion is that it is a fine
agency filling a very particular need and
that it has been well managed.

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. My, Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLARK. I hope the gentleman

. will let me proceed for a liftle without

interruption. T shall be pleased to yield
later,

Mr. Speaker, I remember that in 1939
when the British Government found it
had only a limited amount of dollar ex-
change available in this country but hav-
ing at that time a considerable stock of
tobacco on hand and needing muni-
tions very much worse than it did to-
baceco it was obliged to withdraw from
the tobacco market. Ordinarily British
interests take something like 50 per-
cent of the tobacco produced in America.
The result of their withdrawal was that
when the tobacco producers got ready
to go to market they found the markets
closed in their face. To meet this sit-
uation the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion stepped into that picture and
worked out a plan that enabled not only
the reopening of the markets but gave
the producers of that year’s crop about
the usual price they had been ac-
customed to.

In that year, 1939, tobacco paid taxes
into the Federal Treasury of almost
$700,000,000. The next year the tobaceo
tax exceeded $700,000,000, It now bids
fair for this year to run much in ex-
cess of $800,000,000, If might be said, of
course, that the Government could have
gotten that tax anyway, but it certainly
would have been inequitable if not poor
business for the Government to put in its
pockets those enormous sums of money
while the producers of the commodity
from which it came would trek to the
bankruptcy courts of the country. I say
this because the record of the hearings
on this bill show that its total loan and
purchase transactions have amounted to
$63,000,000,000 and its total loss up to
date amounts to only $144,000,000,
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The amount of the tobacco tax paid in
1 year is over five times the total loss of
the Commodity Credit Corporation since
it was organized.

I think it was organized first for the
purpose of dealing with curing surpluses
of farm commodities and for the pur-
pose of trying to get those surpluses to
markets that were not glutted and into
the hands of people who needed them.
Its functions from now on out I think
should and will be to induce the produc-
tion in balanced guantity of the food
and fiber that is absolutely necessary
for conducting this war. It might be
said if you took the lid off and just let
agriculture go, let the prices go up, there
would be ample production; but there
might easily be produced a great surplus
of one commodity and a scarcity of some
other essential commodity. By its in-
centive payments and by putting a floor-
ing under the price of certain essential
agricultural commodities this corpora-
tion cannot only insure the production
but the balanced production of those
things which are so essential in this hour,

The SPEAEKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from North Carolina has expired.

Mr. SABATH, Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman 5 additional minutes.

Mr. CLAREK. I do not believe Congress
ought just yet to foreclose itself on this
question of subsidies, and I do not see
how that properly comes into the picture
in connection with this legislation. It
is true that upon its whole operations
this Corporation has lost $144,000,000.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLARK, I yield.,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. On some
commodities the Corporation has made

money.
Mr. CLARK. I was just fixing to say
that. My reason for holding that the

money inveolved here is not in the nature
of a subsidy is that the corporation has
made money on certain transactions and
made a profit on others. In the tobacco
transaction to which I have referred,
they will lose no money, nor on the
enormous amount of cotton they now
hold. On some of these transactions
they make a profit while on others they
may sustain a little loss; but that is a
business venture, and where there is a
possibility of a profit or a loss one cannot
properly classify that as a subsidy. Fur-
thermore, the imperative necessity of
getting the production of food and fiber
on a balanced program is a function of
government that cannot be properly
classified as falling within the realm of a
subsidy. I do not understand the lan-
guage of this bill to permit or prohibit
the payment of subsidies. I hope the
committee at the proper time will clear
up the language of section 6 which, to my
mind at least, at this time has nothing
in it except to prohibit the fixing of prices
on agricultural commodities or those
commodities manufactured largely from
agricultural commodities—to fix a price
on it below the support price determined
by the Secretary of Agriculture. I can-
not see where that involves any question
of subsidy.

As I said a moment ago we would not
know exactly what we are going to have
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to do to procure for this Nation all the
food it is going to need and I am not at
all prepared myself to now foreclose the
question of subsidies. I do not think
that any of these hills we are passing
ought to foreclose the House on that sub-
ject, but that we ought to deal with the
necessity or not for a subsidy as the pic-
ture becomes clear and we can see just
exactly what we are called upon to do.

I now yield to my friend from Ohio.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I thank the
gentleman for yielding to me.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman made a
statement to the effect that the Com-
modity Credit Corporation has been
operated satisfactorily and properly up
to the present time. I should like to
know upon what he bases that state-
ment? There has never been made an
audit of the operations of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation.

Mr. CLARK. My statement was based
upon my observation of its operations in
my section, that it had done a good job.
Certainly the hearings on this bill which
I have examined indicate that there has
been an annual audii, and this bill itself
provides for the continuation of an an-
nual audit.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. There is an
audit of the revenue and administration
of the Commodity Credit Corporation.

Mr. CLARK. I think the gentleman
will have a different idea if he looks into
the matter.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CLARK. 1 yield.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. The Com-
modity Credit Corporation has loaned
on a certain amount of cotton in the
last 10 years. They have made a profit
on the cotton sold of $50,000,000. Now,
they have 3,200,000 bales of cotton and
it has a book value of $30 per bale on
the cotton they now have and to which
they have title.

Mr. CLAREK. I thank the gentleman.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Will gentleman yield?

Mr. CLARK. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Some contracts have already been made
this year, have they not, for incentive
payments to farmers to produce certain
crops that are necessary?

Mr. CLARK. That is my understand-
ing.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Is there danger of the prohibitive lan-
guage in this bill interfering with those
contracts already made?

Mr. CLARK. I do not so understand.
I understand the prohibitive language in
the bill to mean that O. P. A,, for in-
stance, would be prohibited from fixing
a price on agricultural commodities be-
low the supporting price fixed therefor
by the Secretary of Agriculture.

The SPEAKER, The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. FISH. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of the time on this side.

Mr. Speaker, there is no opposition as
far as I know to the pending rule. This
merely makes in order a bill to continue
the Commodity Credit Corporation as an
agency of the United States, increase
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its borrowing power, and revise the basis
of the anual appraisal of its assets. I
do not know of any opposition to con=
tinuation of the Commodity Credit Cor=
poration.

There will probably be a very bitter
fight, however, on the question of subsi-
dies and the roll-back of prices on coffee,
butter, and meat. If that is the case,
this bill may become-one of the most im-
portant bills that has come before the
Congress at this session. The Congress
should meet this issue fairly, openly, and
squarely and say whether it is in favor of
subsidies or whether it is against them.
It ought to be put up squarely to the Con-
gress because in the last analysis the
Congress alone has the duty to legislate,
If the Representatives of the people want
subsidies, if they want political hand-
outs, if they want favoritism, special
privileges, and benefits, that is their
business to say so, but these roll-backs or
subsidy prices have been inaugurated by
the O. P. A. in defiance of the Congress
and against the wishes of the Congress,
and not one penny of the subsidies goes
to the farmers or helps to increase pro-
duection.

Today when we consider this bill, T
hope we will meet the issue fairly and not
by subterfuge and that we will have a
clear-cut vote on the question whether
the Congress, Republicans and Demo=-
crats alike, want to continue the policy
of subsidy inaugurated by the O. P. A.
upon the initiation of President Roose-
velt, who, in the last analysis, is alone
responsible for the collapse and failure
of the farm program. Once the camel
gets his mouth, nose, and ears, and part
of its head under the tent to the exfent
of $175,000,000, it is only the beginning,
and it will ultimately mean two or three
billion dollars a year if we are to start a
program of subsidy and roll-back prices
on farm commodities. This is only the
start. The time to stop it is right now in
this bill, and that is why I am asking the
Members of the House to consider it
openly, fairly, and squarely and not
evade the issue. Let us kill this subsidy
before it destroys the farm industry,
wrecks the American farmers, and ruins
our national economy.

Mr. BUFFETT. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. FISH. 1 yield to the gentleman
from Nebraska.

Mr. BUFFETT. The gentleman
speaks of the necessity of avoiding sub-
terfuge. I would like to point out to him
that in Webster’s Dictionary there is no
such economic term as “roll-back” but
there is an economic term in there known
as “rebate.” That is what this scheme is,
It is a rebate scheme that the American
people drove out of American business in
the nineties. It should properly be char-
acterized now as a rebate.

Mr. FISH. Rebate is one definition,
fraud is another, political hand-out is
another. But this is the time. to stop
these roll-backs by a vote of Congress, a
roll-back vote of Congress to stop the
whole program of subsidies before it is
forced on us by the brain trusters and
bungling bureaucrats. , .

Now, you will hear some of these Dem-
ocrats, good Americans, and claiming to
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be Jeffersonian Democrats who for 100
years have fought subsidies in all forms,
shapes, and manner, say that they are
indfavor of this particular kind of sub-
sidy.
Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Does the gentleman not think it im-
portant in this prohibitive legislation
against subsidies to insert a definition
of subsidy? I am opposed to some sub-
sidies and the gentleman defined one,
but some I do not think are subsidies.
Is it not important to legislate *intelli-
gently and to insert a definition of sub-
sidy in here?

Mr. FISH. I have no objection to a
fair definition of subsidy, whether it is
a hand-out or regimentation or political
bribery. It does not make any difference.
All T am saying is that this is a subsidy,
and this is the time for the Congress, in
a fair, open manner, to meet that issue
and vote whether it is for or against a
subsidy. Of course, there must be excep-
tions. We have got to make certain ex-
ceptions for the war effort, such as trans-
portation of oil and the mining of strate-
gic war materials. Everybody will agree
to that. But the fundamental proposi-
tion of roll-backs and subsidies on farm
commodities is vicious and unworkable
and smells as bad by whatever name it
is called and every farm organization is
against it.

Let us face the issue. The city Mem-
bers are for it. We do not blame the city
Members for being for it. They repre-
sent their districts; I represent my dis-
trict; but, on the other hand, we are not
fooling each other. The gentleman from
New York [Mr. Barry] knows it is a sub-
sidy; he is an honest and able Member,
and is willing to say so.

Mr. BARRY. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr, FISH. 1 yield fo the gentleman
from New York,

Mr. BARRY. Is it not true this word
“roll-back,” which is something new in
my vocabulary, simply means a reduction
of the price level of certain commodities?

Mr. FISH, By paying a subsidy to the
packers or wholesalers out of the United
States Treasury but none to the farmers.

Mr. BARRY. We gave the O. P. A,
the power to do that.

Mr. FISH. The O. P. A. assumed that
power. This amounts to a reduction of
10 percent on meat to be paid for by the
taxpayers to the packers and processors.
It is nothing but a subsidy.

Mr. BARRY. It has no connection
with a subsidy. If the Administrator
finds that the cost of living has risen,
he has a right to reduce those prices
without paying a subsidy at all, and that
should-be done.

Mr, FISH. But he does pay a subsidy;
that is what he is doing now, without the
authority of Congress. He is paying a
10-percent subsidy to the packers.

Mr. BARRY. Would the gentleman be
in favor of reducing prices, rolling them
back, or whatever you want to say, if they
are out of proportion, without a subsidy?
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Mr. FISH. Certainly. I believe Mr,
Baruch was right that we should have
set maximum prices on all commodi-
ties.

Mr. BARRY. Food prices have risen
40 percent since January 1941.

Mr, FISH. When you start giving
subsidies on farm products, there is no
end to it.
~ Mr. BARRY. Forget the subsidy.

Mr. FISH. I cannot forget it. It is
a fact. Thet is what is being done.
The gentleman is talking about some-
thing academic and theoretical, that
might happen if there were no subsidies.

Mr. BARRY. It is not theoretical.

Mr. FISH. I might agree with the
gentleman if there were no subsidies,
but there are subsidies, and that is what
we are objecting to.

Mr. BARRY. Food prices have risen
40 percent since January 1941.

Mr. FISH. May I ask the gentleman
a question? :

Mr. BARRY. Yes.

Mr. FISH. If we put a drastic pro-
vision in this bill—there is already one
in it, but the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. Worcorr] will submit an even
more severe onc—which I hope will be
adopted by the votes of the Members of
Congress—which does away with sub=
sidies; will the gentleman support it?

Mr. BARRY. If I face the choice of
inflation or subsidies, I will vote for
subsidies.

Mr. FISH. Then the gentleman is
for subsidies, which is his right. I am
opposed to all subsidies, Government
hand-outs, and political bribes, all the
way through.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr,
the gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan.

Mr, HOFFMAN. Why all the excite-
ment now? This administration has
been buying votes one way or another
ever since its inception.

Speaker, will

Mr. FISH. The administration now .

wants to do it on a much larger scale,

Mr, HOFFMAN. I do not know how
that is possible.

Mr, FISH. The existing roll-backs
require $175,000,000. That is only a
start and would probably involve two
or three billion dollars in subsidies
within the next couple of years. The
fourth- termers will need more money
to buy votes next year than was needed
a few years ago. That is why I say this
is one of the most important issues be-
fore Congress because of the huge sums
of money that would be inevitably
asked for subsidies and political hand-
outs.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I yield to the gentleman
from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE, Referring to the state-
ment of the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Barry]l as to whether we should
prefer subsidies or inflation, is it not
true that as far as the roll-back type of
subsidy is concernec it is inflationary and
contributes to inflation?

Mr. FISH. Yes. It does not help the
farmers one iota. It does not help them
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increase production. It does not give
them any more money, and the money
for the subsidy to the packers comes out
of the taxpayers’ pockets, which also
further burdens the farmers. If we are
going to have subsidies without the ex-
press wish, or rather, in deflance of the
Congress, we will have sunk to the level
of the Reichstag, It is time we met this
issue squarely and voted our convictions
and put an end to government by bureau-
crats and subsidies.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. - -Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. FISH. I will always yield to my
distinguished and good friend. I know
we do not agree on this issue, but I am
perfectly willing to have him express his
views. .

Mr. BARRY. Between organized
labor on one side and the farmer on
the other is the great middle class of
America, the white-collar class, whose
income has not increased. They are
being squeezed right in the middle. This
subsidy plan by keeping the prices down
will help that great mass of people, the
majority group.

Mr. FISH. 1 know what the gentle-
man means. The gentleman is repre=
senting his district and doing it ably,
conscientiously, and honestly. He rep=-
resents the consumers in his district.
For the balance of my time let me rep-
resent the constituents in my distriet,
one of the largest dairy districts in the
United States, if not the largest. Dela=
ware County, recently added on to my
new district, is the largest dairy county
in America. My district is also a large
poultry district. Some of my farmers
have lived on those farms since the Rev-
olutionary War, most of them, long be-
fore the New Deal and the alphabetical
system came into power which has all
but wrecked and ruined them. The
shortage or lack of corn because of the
vicious New Deal regimentation is dis-
astrecus to my farmers and ruining
them.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from New York has expired.

Mr. SABATH, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina [Mr, FULMER],

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, I want to
speak briefly on this subsidy matter. I
deeply appreciate the attitude of those
who represent the consumers on this
matter because they really believe it is
going to help the consumers and that
it is not going to hurt the farmers. How-
ever, if they knew more about price fixing
and the various middlemen operating
between the farmers and the consumers,
they would want to put their finger on
the real sore spot.

Since we have been talking about pay-
ing processors a subsidy fo bring about
production down on the farm and to help
consumers, what has heppened? Proe-
essors have held up buying except at
lower prices. Hogs and cattle have gone
down from 2 to 3 cents, The farmer has
no way of telling the packer, “My price is
14 or 15 cents.” He says to the buyer of
hogs, “What will you give me for my hogs
or my cattle?” You can pay the subsidy,
but that does not mean that the farmer
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is going to get what we call parity, be-
cause they can still roll it back, and you
are going to find out that it will not help
the consumer; and if so, it will amount
to very little per family.

Why do you not do the same thing
for farmers that you are doing for in-
dustry? The industry gets the subsidy.
When you want the industry to manu-
facture guns, tanks, and airplanes, you
tell him to go ahead, buy material, and
pay whatever is necessary to get it, em-
ploy all the employees it can, and have
them hanging around, it may be, paying
them any kind of wages. You just as
well tell him, “Make the amount as high
as you can and we will guarantee you a
profit on all of it.” ¥You should visit
some of these plus-profit jobs and look
around and see all the waste. Find out
about the advertising, all of which is
added in with a profit.

Let us just takz this thing from a com-
mon-sense viewpoint. Suppose we have
a race out there, and you want a certain
young fellow to win. Would you go and
pay the manager of the racer to steam
up the fellow who is going to make the
race? No; you would call the man that
you want to win aside and say, “John,
if you will win this race, I will give you
$100,” and that boy is going to step in
and win. You have given him an induce-
ment, an incentive. Packers do not pro-
duce hogs or cattle, They could take the
subsidy and still roll the price back on

_the farmers. What a joke.

I am against subsidies in any instance; '

. if you will give the farmer that to which
he-is entitled, you do not have to even
give him a subsidy. Let us start at the

_ bottom with proper differentials on up

_through the packer and others, includ-
ing retailers, and give each group that
to which it is entitled, Then if some of
these parasites operating between the
farmer and the consumer are sapping

_ the lifeblocd out of the consumer, let us
get rid of them. There are plenty of
them operating between farmers and
consumers. Under the procedure now,
all of these middlemen are taken care
of by O. P. A., every one of them fixing
their price with a profit, and that is the
problem confronting consumers. Yes,
this is the consumer’s serious problem,
and there is nothing you can do about
it unless we streamline our marketing
and distribution system and weed them
out.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from South Carolina has expired.

Mr. SABATH. Mr. Speaker, it is
amusing to a man who knows a little of
the history of subsidies to listen to gen-
tlemen on the Republican side this morn-
ing. I remember that the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Fisu] and all gen-
tlemen on the Republican side in ad-
vocating and supporting high tariff leg-
islation always favored subsidies for
shipping corporations, or for the mail
service, and for all other small corpora-
tions that have been making millions out
of their business, and that they all voted

- for them, but now when they believe

. there might be a little subsidy given to
the poor farmer—I mean the small
farmer——
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Mr. WILSON.
gentleman yield?

Mr. SABATH. No—out of which the
consumer may fo some extent be bene-
fited; especially that consumer whose
wages have not been increased hardly at
all in the last 10 years, who is still work-
ing for meager wages or salaries, whose
cost of living has been increased from
100 to 110 percent and.in some instances
200 percent, my colleague from New York
[Mr, Fisa] and others oppose it. That
would be taking money out of the Treas-
ury. Personally I think we should help
the little fellow who needs our help as
against those who do not need it.

Lest I forget, my really good friend
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
MicueENER] tried to place me in a position
where I was opposed to producing all
the needed pork or beef, On the con-
trary, I am for greater production. I
think the farmers should be persuaded
or urged to dispose of the corn which
they are holding and hoarding for a still
higher price, so that it can be fed to
cattle and hogs in order that we may
produce more meat to supply our Army
as well as the civilian population. Of
course the gentleman must have misun-
derstood me when he charged that I was
trying to restrict production.

Then there was something said about
the “black market.”

The gentleman from Michigan has
asked me whether I would withdraw my
remarks as to the black market, I
wish I could, but due to the many reso-
lutions and information I have received,
the facts are that the farmers selling
outside of the regulations for a much
higher price by a quiet arrangement
with the livestock farmers dispose of
their corn for feed purposes.

Now, Mr, Speaker and gentlemen, in
addition to this information as to the
black market, I have received several
resolutions from the cattle, hog, and live-
stock feeders from several States, who
assert that unless the roll-back order
is rescinded they will immediately stop
shipping their cattle and hogs to the
market. Of course, that is very patri-
otic, extremely so, on their part, and I
presume some of you gentlemen feel that
it is patriotic. I do not. I think these
organizations should not control the ac-
tion of the Congress, because on its face
their conduct shows a selfish and ava-
ricious aim on their part in frying to
force the Government to do or not do
certain things, and frying to stop the
Government from placing a ceiling on
cattle and hogs. I feel that this should
have been done from the very beginning.

Mr. Speaker, I insert at this point sev-
eral telegrams and excerpts from letters
which I have received from these selfish
groups. Copies of these communica-
tions have been sent to the President,
they are as follows: :

WasaHmNGTON, D. C, June 23, 1943,
Hon. ApoLPH J, SABATH,
Member of Congress,
Washington, D. C.:

At a conference of Midwest Farm Bureaus,
meeting in Chicago today, the following reso-
lution was adopted: The suhsidy and price
roll-back on foods proposed by the adminis-
tration is a subterfuge for increasing wages

Mr. Speaker, will the -
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and other consumer incomes already at infla-
tionary levels. It will be expensive to ad-
minister, benefits will be small in propor=-
tion to total cost, it will continue the already
existing ruinous confusion, it contributes to
rather than controls inflation, it will decrease
rather than Increase both agricultural and
industrial production, it will impose further
regimentation of production and distribu-
tion, and will aggrevate our post-war price
and income problem. For these and other
equally important reasons this conference
of Midwest Farm Bureaus, representing 12
States and 300,000 members, respectfully
petitions our Federal administrative authori-
ties to cease their effort to inflict this pro-
gram upon us. We call upon our Congress
to enact legislation which will prevent any
general continuance or revival of this ill-
advised experiment. Copies of this resolu-
tion shall be sent each Senator and Congress-
man from these Midwest States and also to
all-proper Federal administrative authorities.

CONFERENCE OF MIDWEST FarM BUREAUS

OF THE AMERICAN FArRM BUREAU FED-
ERATION, \
JUNE 19, 1943,

Dear Smr: For your information, the fol-
lowing wire was sent to President Franklin
D. Rocsevelt, June 18, 1943:

“The following resclution was passed in
Fremont, Nebr., June 17, 1943, at a meeting
of 700 livestock producers and feeders, rep-
resenting many thousands more: ‘In order
to guarantee an adequate supply of pork,
beef, and lamb for (1) armed forces, (2) the
clvillan population, and (3) lend-lease, that
they demand that James Byrnes, Director of
Office of War Mobilization, rescind his order,
which is effective Monday, June 14, 1943, roll-
ing back wholesale prices and ordering sub-
sidies to be pald on beef, pork, and lamb
and if it is not immediately rescinded the

- producers and feeders of the Corn Belt States

will request all feeders and producers to
withhold the marketing of slaughter ani-
mals effective Monday, June 28, pending com-
pliance with their demand and further, that
the feeders of the Corn Belt States demand
that the reflected price on meat animals be
sufficient to cover cost of production.’

“During the last week, because of the break
in prices of live animals marketed, the pro-
ducers and feeders have lost hundreds of
thousands of dollars. The request to with-
hold the marketing of slaughter livestook
would be made to save the producers from
these losses during this period of uncertain=-
ties, Further, the Corn Belt producers and
feeders of livestock stated In a resolution,
‘We, the livestock feeders and producers from
28 counties in Nebraska and 9 in Iowa, oppose
the roll-back and subsidy program on meat,
butter, and coffee as un-American, inflation-
ary, and discriminatory.’ The livestock pro-
ducers and feeders of the country at the re-
quest of the proper authorities in charge, and
at your personal request, have increased the
production and marketing of livestock to the
highest levels in the history of this country.
The decision to keep slaughter livestock off
the market would not mean a strike in pro-
duction, because the production of meat ton-
nage would continue on animals now in feed
lots. Many feed-lot operators, -however,
already have been discouraged from buying
additional livestock and have ceased making
replacement purchases with the result that
thousands of feed lots already are empty or
are rapidly being emptied. In this they are
infiluenced not only by price roll-backs re-
cently announced, but also by the fear of fur-
ther price reductions by the same method in
the future.

“The apparent lack of understanding on
the part of people In Washington as to the
seriousness of the food situation and their
unwillingness to request and accept the
counsel and advice of people with knowledge
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and practical suggestions for solution gives
them no choice but to take drastic action and
Insist that this whole problem have your
petsonal immediate attention.
“HarrY GARDNER,
“Oakland, Iowa,
“HERMAN DINKLAGE,
“Wisner, Nebr.
“Resolution Committee”
HArrRY GARDNER,
HerRMAN DINKLAGE.

Cmicaco, ILL,, June 22, 1943.

ADoLFH J. SABATH,
Member of Congress, Washington, D, C.!
., The members of the National Live Stock
Exchange most respectfully urge your strong
support of amendment tc Steagall bill, H. R.
2869, Commodity Credit Corporation. This
amendment prohibits the fise of Government
funds for payment of subsidles and roll-back
of price. Your assistance will be appreciated.
JOHN SANDERS,
President, The National
Live Stock Ezchange.

I do not want to criticize the admin-
istration, but even this great administra-
tion, that always has the interest of the
masses at heart, makes mistakes when
they listen to some of the Republicans
who happen to be in important positions,
and I hope this influence, if any, that has
been exerted, will be eliminated. If we
expect to have reasonable prices on meaf
we must necessarily place a ceiling on
cattle and hogs, fully appreciating that
it is manifestly unfair to place a ceiling
on meats without at the same time plac-
ing one on livestock. Not that I am in-
terested in the packers. In fact, I shall,
if time permits, explain more thoroughly
my position as to the packing industry.
They are not losing money, but they are
trying to make the country believe they
are being ruined. These, however, are the
facts:

Mr. Speaker, today we are considering
one part of this home-front crisis—that
part which has to do with national eco-
nomic stabilization—control of cost of
living. Avoidance of inflation is abso-
lutely imperative if the home front is to
be a strong foundation for the battle
front. Up to now prices have not been
controlled effectively but have been soar-
ing through rising price ceilings and lack
of enforcement. An attack is under way
by the representatives of special inter-
ests—the great trade associations, the
great retail-wholesale associations, the
great meat-packing associations, and
great real-estate associations—all de-
signed to gain special profit at the cost
of wrecking the national stabilization
program. This offensive against the war
effort at home has created a major
crisis for the Nation. It is a fine thing
that the Congressional Committee for
the Protection of Consumers has been
organized to make a vigorous fight on
this issue. I am glad to be a part of it.

MEAT PROFITEERING IS SAMPLE OF TOTAL FICTURE

On Wednesday the Washington Post
carried a story, as have other parts of the
press, in which they refer to “the con-
tinued strike against O. P. A. price policy
by major beef slaughterers of the coun-
try,” which was leading to a crisis in the
meat supply of the Nation for war work-
ers, for the Army, and for citizens gen-
erally, This strike is just as reprehen-
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sible as the coal-miners’ strike and has
just as serious potentialities for the war
effort. It is a clear attempt on the part
of the large meaf packers to force the
Government to adjust its price policies to
suit their desires for maximum profits.

While meat packers claim hardship,
the facts are that they have profited at
enormous rates from their meat sales
during the wartime. Specifically, official
Government analysis of profits of 17 lead-
ing meat packers shows that profits in
1942 increased 460 percent over the aver-
age profits for the pre-war period of 1936—
89. Under these circumstances can they
scream “hardship”? Even after taxes
theincrease in profits was almost 300 per-
cent for these 17 leading meat packers,
which includes Armour, Cudahy, Hornel,
Swift, Wilson, and so forth. It is an
attempt to maintain these profit levels
that the meat packers organized their
great lobbies to fight vigorous price-con-
trol policies on the part of the Govern-
ment. Itis the obligation of the agencies
administering this program and of the
Congress to see to it that they do not
succeed in this sabotage of the Nation’s
war effort.

These large packers, because of their
size, have been able to take advantage of
the small packers, squeeze them out of
business, and increase their own monop-
oly power in the industry. This must
stop. The Government must control the
pricing process and the distribution of
meat from beginning to end. It is im-
perative that prices be put on livestock
to avoid the inevitable squeeze between
uncontrolled livestock prices and con-
trolled retail prices. The use of the sub-
sidy program to roll back these prices is
clearly the only means of reducing the
cost to the consumer of this vital part of
their food budgzet.

Mr. FULMER. Mr. Speaker, will I:he
gentleman yield?

Mr. SABATH. Yes.

Mr. FULMER. Just to state to the
gentleman that he is now giving some
good information to the House, because
when you fix the price of meat without
fixing the price of hogs or cattle, then
the price of hogs or cattle can go any-
where, to a point where the packer can-
not afford to buy them, but if you start
at the bottom and fix the price on the
raw material with proper differentials,
then you will never need to change the
differential unless wages go up or down.

Mr. SABATH. I thank the gentleman
for his observation, and yield now to my
friend from Indiana.

Mr. WILSON. Is it the gentleman's
opinion or impression that the farmers
are in favor of these subsidies?

Mr. SABATH. From my observation
I think the farmers will not refuse them,
because so far they have been glad to
get anything that they have been able
to get. In fact, they have been receiving
more than they asked for from this
Congress, and still do not appreciate it.
That is what I cannot understand—
when we have done so much for the
farmer by which they are now getting
two or three or four hundred percent
more for their products than they did
under a Republican administration, yet
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they still seem to refuse or fail to recog-
nize the benefit accruing to them and
the good that has been done for them
by the Democrats.

Mr. FISH. Oh, the farmers will not
get 1 penny of this subsidy. It will go
to the packers. Not 1 dime of it goes
to the farmers.

Mr. SABATH. I am not interested or
in favor of any subsidy to the packers
unless where it be actually necescary to
equalize conditions to bring about a re-
duction in the cost of living. I am in-
terested in the little fellow. That has
been my aim, and it is because the little
fellow needs protection.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SABATH. Yes.

Mr. DONDERO. I know that the
gentleman is sincere in his statement in
regard to the little farmer, but at the
beginning of the session today I read to
the House two telegrams from two small
farmers’ associations in my d'strict, and
they are all against this idea and theory
of a subsidy, and in the telegrams they
said that they resented it.

Mr. SABATH. I am not entirely wed-
ded to a subsidy, as I stated, with the ex-
ception of where it might reduce an un-
justifiable high cost of living. I am
speaking on the roll-back of prices. I
think the prices of commedities should
be reduced because they were permitted,
due to your unfortunate delay and inter-
ference with the O. P. A., and the prices
have not been fixed as they should have
been fixed. Prices are too high, and the
cost of living is foo great, It should be
reduced not only by 10 percent, but by
25 percent, because the 21,000,000 of
white-collared people and wage earners
in this country, as I said before, cannot
live and pay the prices today on the
wages that they are now receiving

It is amazing that the Commodity
Credit Corporation, having rendered such
great and beneficial service to agricul-
ture, having raised farm prices, that now
the same Republican gentlemen are en-
deavoring fo restrict the activities of that
Corporation because it might find it nec-
essary to limit profits and thereby to
some extent reduce the cost of living.

This morning and this afternoon a
meeting was held by many sincere and
well-meaning Members of Congress,
which I regret I was unable to attend,
due to my being obliged to remain on the
floor. This conference is being held be-
cause the whole war effort is being jeop-
ardized by the attack on the home front
being made by a combination of Axis
sympathizers, profiteers, business-as-.
usual followers, and a few misleaders of
labor, such as John L. Lewis. This dis-
ruptive activity has led to such disastrous
actions as the recent race riots in De-
troit, Mich., Beaumont, Tex.,, and Los
Angeles, Calif., which threaten the effec-
tice unity of the Nation to win the war.
“Business as usual” has resulted in a
serious condition in our war-production
program, as was indicated by Under Sec-
retary of War Patterson, who last week
reported to the Nation that production
was 514 percent behind schedule and that
this would inevitably result in the need-
less loss of American lives on the battle
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front. It is also evident from the report
of the Kilgore committee of the Senate,
which points out the very serious short-
comings on the home front.

The SPEAKER. The time of the gen-
tleman from Illinois has expired. The
question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

URGENCY DEFICIENCY APFPROFPRIATION
BILL, 1943

Mr. CANNON of Missouri. I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H. R. 2714) mak-
ing appropriations to supply urgency de-
ficiencies in certain appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943, and
for prior fiscal years, and for other pur-
poses, further disagree to the Senate
amendment to the House amendment
to Senate amendment No. 5 and further
insist on its disagreement to Sznate
amendments Nos. 60 and 61, and ask for
a conference with the Senate.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri?

Mr. TABER. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object, in the other body
when this came up there was a pro-
longed discucsion about the right of a
legislative body to take people off the
rolls. Just so that the House and the
country may know what the other body
thought of the right to do this sort of
thing, I desire to read a paragraph from
S. 575, which passed the Senate on June
14. The paragraph is as follows:

Page 2, line 9: “No person shall hold any
such office or position after June 30, 1943,
uniess he shall have been so appointed:
Provided, That any person now holding any
such office or positlon who was mnot so
appointed"— i

That is, with confirmation by the
Senate—

“may continue to hold such office or position
until his sucecessor is appointed or qualified,
or until September 30, 1843, whichever is
earlier, if nomination for the appointment
to such office or pcsition has been submitted
to the Senate prior to June 30, 1943.”

The Senate passed that bill which
threw everyone off the rolls who had not
been confirmed by the Senate and who
received a salary of over $4,500 a year,
on the 14th of June by a vote of 42 to

29—just exactly the same proposition:

that the House presented in H, R. 2714.

iThe SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
souri? [After a pause.] The Chair
hears none and appoints the following
conferees: Mr. CanyoN of Missouri, Mr,
Wooprum of Virginia, Mr. LupLow, Mr.
SNYDER, Mr. O'NEaL, Mr. RaBaUT, Mr.
JounsoN of Oklahoma, Mr. TaBer, Mr.
‘WIGGLESWORTH, Mr. LAMBERTSON, and Mr.
DITTER.

‘DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION
BILL, 1944

Mr. MAHON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the House con-
ferees may have until midnight tonight
to file a report and statement on the
appropriation bill for the District of Co-
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lumbia for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1944,
The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
There was no objection.

COMMITTEE ON THE PUBLIC LANDS

Mr. ROBINSON of Utah. Mr. Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the
Committee on the Public Lands may be
permitted to sit today during the general
debate on the pending hill.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, it
is so.ordered.

There was no objection.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. MICHENER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Friday, July
2, 1943, after the legislative program of
the day and any other special orders,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. EN-
¢EL] may address the House for 30 min-
utes.

The SPEAKER, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

IMPROVEMENT OF COLUMBIA RIVER

Mr. SABATH, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted the following privileged
report (Rept. No. 602) to accompany
House Resolution 262, authorizing the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclama-
tion to make an investigation of the plans
for the improvement of the Columbia
River, for printing in the REcorb:

Resolved, That the Ccmmittee on Irriga-
tion and Reclamation, acting as a whole
or by subcommittee, 18 authorized to make
an investigation of the plans for the im-
provement of the Columbia River and its
tributaries for utilization of its waters for
reclamation, flood control, navigation, and
hydroelectric power generation, and the cost
and effect of proposed water storage in Lake
Pend Oreille in the State of Idaho.

The committee shall report to the House
(or to the Clerk of the House if the House
is not in session) as soon as practicable
during the present Congress the results of
its investigation, together with such recom-
mendations as it deems advisable.

For purposes of carrying out the provisions
of this resolution, the committee, or any
subcommittee thereof, is authorized to sit
and act during the present Congress at such
times and places within the United States,
whether the House is in session, has recessed,
or has adjourned, to hold such hearings, to

“require the attendance of such witnesses and

the production of such books, correspondence,
memoranda, papers, and documents, by sub-
pena or otherwise, to take such testimony,
and to have such printing and binding done
as it deems necessary. Subpenas shall be
issued over the signature of the chairman
of the committee, and may be served by any
person designated by the chairman,

CONTINUING COMMODITY CREDIT COR-
PORATION AS AN- AGENCY OF THE
UNITED STATES

Mr. STEAGALL, Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House resolve itself into the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration
of the bill (H. R, 2869), to continue Com-
modity Credit Corporation as an agency
of the United States, increase its bor-
rowing power, revise the basis of the an-
nual appraisal of its assets, and for other
purposes.

The motion was agreed to.
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Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the con-
sideration of the bill H. R. 2869, with Mr.
‘WoobruM of Virginia in the chair,

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

By unanimous consent, the first read-
ing of the bill was dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. STEA-
GaLLl, is recognized for 114 hours and
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
WorLcort] is recognized for 1%2 hours,

The gentleman from Alabama is rec-
ognized.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr,
yield myself 10 minutes.

Mr, Chairmam this bill involves mat-
ters that have been before the House in
one way or another for guite some time.
I assume that Members of the House
understand the issues that will arise in
the discussion of the legislation and that
Members know already how they stand
on these issues. So, for the present, I
am going to undertake to explain the
provisions of the bill briefly.

Section 1 of the hill provides for a
change in the manner of accounting
which the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion is required to make annually. Here-
tofore the calculation has been for the
appraisal of commodities on hand, in-
cluding not more than 1 year carrying
charges on the assets of the corporation
or the average market price of the
assets for a period of 12 months. Under
the present bill the calculation would
bring the accounting down to date, so
that the appraisal of assets would be for
the average market price during the last
30 days' period of the fiscal year, or
the cost of the assets whichever is lower.

The Corporation desires that change
because it is their view that such an ac-
counting would present to the Congress
and to the country a more accurate dis-
closure of their assets and liabilities and
that it would complete their transactions
down to the end ef the fiscal year. There
is no objection on the part of members
of the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency with respect to that provision of
the bill.

Section 2 of the bill would increase the
borrowing capacity of the Corporation in
the amount of $500,000,000. I have here
an extended statement, prepared by the
Corporation,
and assets along with the estimates
which they have made of the require-
ments for carrying out their program
for the next fiscal year.

The officials of the Commodity Credit
Corporation submitted a proposal for an
increase of a billion dollars, but the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency felt
that we should hold down the authoriza-
tion, as far as might be safely done, and
we think that we can be reasonably as-
sured that the work of the Corporation,
as it will be curtailed under the provi-
sions of the bill before us, will not be
endangered in any way by reducing the
amount from §1,000,000,000 to $500,-
000,000.

Section 3 of the bill provides for the
extension of the life of the Corporation.

Chairman, I

showing their liabilities -
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Under existing law the life of the Corpo-
ration would terminate at the end of the
present fiscal year. The bill provides for
an extension for a period of 2 years from
the end of this fiscal year. There are
certain responsibilities imposed upon the
Corporation that will run for years
longer, but it was thought that we might
very well, for the moment, limit its life
to an additional 2 years. That is section
3 of the bill. There was no omission in
the committee on this provision.

Section 4 of the bill is not contro-
versial. It would make the Federal Re-
serve banks fiscal agents of the Corpora-
tion.

Section 5 of the bill would amend the
Federal Reserve Act so far as it places
a limitation upon loans that may be
made by Federal Reserve banks to exec-
utives of the banks, insofar as those loans
are secured by the Commodity Credit
Corporation. The Commodity Credit
Corporation, of course, is a Government
corporation with provisions to secure the
maintenance of its capital of $100,000,000
and with its obligations specifically guar-
anteed by the Treasury of the United
States.

Section 6 of the bill deals with the
much-discussed subject of subsidies.
There will be an amendment proposed
in the nature of a substitute for this sec~
tion,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has expired.

Mr. STEAGALL, Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 10 additional minutes.

This provision of the bill, as reported
by the committee, would prevent the
payment of subsidies to maintain prices
for agricultural commedities or com-
modities processed in substantial part
from agricultural commodities, below a
price as high as the support price estab-
lished by the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, or below the standards embodied
in the Price Control Act, with the ex-
ception that wheat may be sold for feed-
ing purposes if sold at not less than the
parity price of corn, and with the ex-
ception that adjustments may be made
to bring about or maintain necessary re-
lationship in the price of oils and fats
required to assure adequate production
for the war effort.

There is also a provision which makes
this limitation effective after 60 days fol-
lowing the approval of the act as to
agreements made by the Corporation
prior to the approval of this act.

I think there is some confusion with
respect to what necessarily are subsidies
as involved in the activities of the Cor-
poration.

It will be remembered that the Com-
modity Credit Corporation was estab-
lished for the purpose of protecting the
orderly marketing of products. Under
those operations there was no handout
to farmers. There was no subsidy in the
frue sense of the word. It was a busi-
ness operation and I do not think any-
body denies that it accomplished won-
derful good, not alone for the farmers
of the Nation, but in support of the en-
tire national economy. Right here I
wish to say that the management of
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the Commodity Credit Corporation has
been commendable. Their business
seems to have been conducted with re-
markable success, and I think the
country is fortunate in the manner in
which this agency of the Government
has been administered.

Legislation was enacted which re-
quired the Corporation to support farm
prices on commodifies which were not
included in the original act, as basic
commodities. There have been some
losses on those operations.

As to the lending activities of the
Corporation, they have operated at a
substantial prefit. @ The accounts,
brought down to date and counting com-
modities at their market value would
show more than $150,000,0000 profit on
those operations.

I do not see how anybody can contend
for a moment that those operations
stand in the category of subsidies such
as the case where, under the Price Con-
trol Act a price is fixed below the
standard required in the act and then
the Treasury required to make up the
difference by handing somebody cash.
There is a vast difference between the
practice of supporting prices by the
Corporation and taking money out of the
Treasury to pay a citizen's grocery bill
or to hand to a processor or & manu-
facturer to enable him to make a profit.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield.

Mr. BARRY. Will not the gentleman
concede that the only difference between
parity payments to the farmer, soil con-
servation payments to the farmer, and
roll-back on consumer prices is that in
the one case it helps the farmers and in
the other case it helps the consumer?

Mr. STEAGALL. I suggest to the
gentleman that he might more wisely
direct his solicitude to the production
of the food the consumers of the country
are going to need to sustain their lives
rather than quibble over such matters
as indicated by the gentleman's ques-
tion.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEAGALL., I yield.

Mr. ROBSION of Eentucky. Is it not
clear that if we adopt this bill it will in-

- crease the food and fiber production of

this country?

Mr. STEAGALL. I do not know that
the people of this country are in danger
of going hungry, but the best advices we
can get from all sources indicate that
there is a possibility of a serious food
shortage in the United States.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. Will this
help the situation?

Mr. STEAGALL. That is what it isin-
tended to do and what we hope it will do.

Mr. ROBSION of Kentucky. One fur-
ther question if the gentleman will per-
mit. I understood the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. CrARg] to say that
we have a loss on the corporation’s 6pera-
tions at this fime of about $144 000 000.

Am I correct?
Mr. CLARK. That is correct.
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Mr. ROBSION of EKentucky. But I
understood the distinguished chairman
of the committee to state that we have a
profit of $150,000,000. How are these two
statements to be reconciled?

Mr. STEAGALL. What I said was
that - under the lending powers of the
corporation their accounts at this time
would show a profit of more than $150,-
000,000 calculating their accounts, which
is provided for by existing law by count-
ing their commodities at market value.
That was the statement I made.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. STEAGALL. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mi. MONRONEY. In referring tosub-
sidies and their vicious effect on prices
and production, I would appreciate it if
the gentleman would explain to the
House the vicious subsidies, if any, that
have been indulged in by the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

Mr. STEAGALL. The  Commodity
Credit Corporation down,to this time has
not engaged in any considerable service
of that kind, and the losses are not enor-
mous,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabams has expired.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 additional minutes.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. STEAGALL. I yield.

Mr. PATMAN. In connection with
subsidies, is it not a fact that the prin-
cipal subsidy we have in this country is as
old as the country itself? That is the
tariff.

Mr. STEAGALL. There have been
subsidies in numerous instances. That
has been referred to here. But there is
not any subsidy in undertaking to pro-
tect the farmers of the country in the
orderly marketing of their products, and
that is what the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration was established for. We have
passed laws for the protection of labor;
we have recognized the obligation of gov-
ernment to see that those engaged in the
manufacture of the essentials of war
make a profit. We pulled the bridle off
the O. P, A. Act so far as organized labor
was concerned. Wages were allowed to
soar. Meantime, there was specific au-
thorization for the control of prices of
farm commodities. Everybody under-
stands that the way to get production is
to pay fair prices. Laborers on the farms
have been attracted by higher wages else-
where, paralyzing the prcduetion of nec-
essary food and other products—every-
body understands that. Certainly no
man can make any serious pretense of
opposing inflation if he proposes to have
the Government borrow money and incur
an increase in the bonded debt of the
Nation in-order to pay the grocery bills
for people whose salaries and wages are
at levels never known before in the his-
tory of the country.

One other provision of the bill I wish
to discuss briefly,. We have conferred
upon the Foocd Administrator, by this
bill, the authority to increase price ceil-
ings or maximum prices established by
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the O. P. A. Administrator, if found nec-
essary by the Food Administrator, to in-
crease production essential to the con-
duct of the war.

Mr. Chairman, I think that covers
briefly the provisions of the hill.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Alabama has again ex-
pired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 15 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from_ Michigan is recognized for 15
minutes. -

Mr. WOLCOTT., Mr. Chairman, the
‘subject matter of this bill seems to be
highly controversial. It is made con-
troversial by the attempt of some to in-
terpret existing law differently than
what some of us believed to have been
the original intent of Congress. Al-
though the bill is controversial in at
least one respect.it is a subject which
I think with a little explanation can be
readily understood. In order to under-
stand it we have got to approach it from
a little broader viewpoint than some-of
“us have had in the past few weeks. We
have been seemingly hopelessly en-
meshed in a labyrinth of conflicting
thought in respect to subsidies, and in-
asmuch as the most controversial fea-
ture of this bill has to do with the sub-
Jject of suhsidies I intend to devote most
of my time to that subject.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield at that point before
he gets further in the bill?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield.

Mr. WRIGHT. Does not the issue in
this bill revolve -around section 6
whether or not the increased cost of
processing farm commodities should be
passed on to the ultimate consumer or
whether a portion of it should be borne
by the Government?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I think the gentle-
man is correct in that observation,

We have on several occasions au-
thorized subsidies to encourage the
production of food and strategic and
critical materials which have been es-
sential to the war effort, still are and
will continue fo be essential to bring this
war to a victorious conclusion. So we
. have had to be very careful to distin-
guish between the subsidies which would
promote the preduction.of food and es-
sential critical materials and this other
entirely new philosophy of subsidies
which contemplates that the Federal
. Government obligate itself to pay at
. least a part of the grocery bill for all of
the people of the Nation without regard
to a person’s ability to pay his own
grocery bill.

In this connection, and in order to
crystallize the issue as to whether the
American people today might not be in
& better position to pay their food bill

- than ever before in the history of this
country, I want to read one sentence
from the last report of the Bureau of
Agricultural Economics of the United
States Department of Agriculture in
which, in summarizing their findings, it
is said:

The total cost to consumers of fixed quan-
tities of food making up a typical consumer's
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food basket was smaller in relation to aver-
age consumer income In recent months than
at any other time on record.

That is not amazing because we know
that consumer purchasing power has
been increasing by leaps and bounds.
What do we do when we subsidize for
the purpose of providing that the Gov-
ernment shall pay the grocery bill of the
Nation? I have already differentiated
between the two classes of subsidies. In
order to prevent inflation because of this
ever increasing purchasing power, which
is a constant and increasing threat to
inflation, it is found desirable to siphon
off a large part of this purchasing power.
When the tax bill was before the House
we were warned that if we did not adopt
that tax bill and perhaps more drastic
tax bills in the future the national in-
come would constitute such a pressure
against the inflation ceiling that within
a very few months we would break
through and inflation could not be con-
trolled.

The only way that we can siphon off
this purchasing power so that there will
not continue to be this constant threat
to inflation is, first, by taxation, and,
second, by the sale of bonds to individu-
als who will hold those bonds. If we
subsidize the consuming public out of
the Federal Treasury we increase the
pressure which results in inflation pro-
portionately as we raise the money to
pay for the subsidy. The only way we
can raise the money to pay for the sub-
sidy is by bonding or, as I said, paying
taxes, raising taxes, but we have got to
raise this money immediately by bond-
ing.

We sell our bonds. We sell those bonds
wherever we find a market for them and
if the market for those bonds was wholly
or largely in private investment there
would not be too much danger of infla-
tion; but, unfortunately, the public is
not responding to our bond programs
to the point where there is much en-
couragement that we can stop inflation
by siphoning off purchasing power
through the sale of bonds. In the last
drive which was a tremendous success,
the goal was $15,000,000,000 of bonds to
be sold. We actually sold $18,000,000,-
000 in bonds.

We sold $3,000,000,000 in bonds more
than our goal. But the program called
for the sale of something over $5,000,-
000,000 of bonds to private individuals,
and in that respect the drive was a la-
mentable failure because private indi-
viduals bought less than $3,000,000,000
worth. So, although we went over three
billion beyond our goal, we sold only
$3,000,000,000 to private individuals. The
rest of the bonds were sold to commer-
cial banks, investment syndicates, to in-
surance companies, corporations, and so
forth.

_ Now, the bonds which are bought up
by commercial banks constitute the pri-
mary danger of inflation and the com-
mercial banks are increasingly becom-
ing more important than any other ele-
ment.-in the sale of bonds for the reason
that from now on it is expected that
the commercial banks will have to take
much larger amounts of these Govern-
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ment issues. What do the commercial
banks do with these bonds? They put
them up as collateral security for the is-
suance of currency, they take that cur-
rency and buy more bonds, they take
those bonds and use them as collateral
for more currency to the point where the
volume of circulating media has increased
from about $5,000,000,000 to over $16,-
000,000,000 in the last few years. Let us
not fool ourselves at’ all. So long as the
commercial banks can convert Govern-

‘ment holdings into cash, we are going

to have cash enough to prosecute the
war.

Mr. Eccles, appearing before our com=-
mittee, said that the amount of currency
which could be issued on the basis of
existing gold and bond holdings was so
large that he would not even hazard a

‘guess’ on any limitation. I put the ques-

tion to him: Would you think that on
the basis of present bond holdings and
gold holdings the banks could issue $500,~
000,000,000 in currency? He said, “Oh,
yes; at least that.” Of course, that con-
stitutes inflation. Every time we in-
crease the facilities for the depreciating
of our currency we contribute to infia-
tion.

Is there an individual in the United
States today who wants his boy and his
girl—and whether that boy or girl is in
the armed forces or not is not too mate-
rial—I repeat, is there a man or a woman
in the United States today who wants to
obligate his son or his daughter to pay
this month’s grocery bill for him? When
you subsidize the grocery bill of the Na=
tion such as is contemplatéd, such as
will be done unless we pass remedial leg-
islation, you are passing on to posterity
the grocery hill which you should pay
today out of the largest national income
that this Nation has ever had.

Mr. BARRY. Will the gentleman .
yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I cannot at the mo-
ment. I anticipate what the gentleman
is going to say, and I hope he will cover
the subject. I trust I can yield to him
later on.

Mr. Chairman, as I read section 6 of
the bill I do not think as it is now written
it stops the payment of subsidies to the
consuming public. Before I get into that
I want to say just a word in respect to
the position in which labor finds itself
in this subsidy program.

Starting next July 1 every man and
woman who has a pay check or pay en-~
velope is going to have deducted from
that pay check or that pay envelope up
to 20 percent of his income. That is
based upon present commitments and
the present Budget.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman, I
yield myself 5 additional minutes.

It has been suggested that to sta-
bilize the prices to the ultimate con-
sumer we increase the national debt
by not less than $2,000,000,000. This
means that if it is carried through—
I am now referring to the statements
made by Mr. Green before the Sen-
ate committee, not the statements made
in the hearings—$2,000,000,000 is the
initial amount. Next year it might

\
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be $5,000,000,000 if prices are allowed to
continue to go up. It might be $10,000,~
000,000.

When organized labor, or all labor,
anybody that works for a living who gets
a pay envelope or a pay check, has 21
percent of his income deducted from his
salary instead of 20 percent, is he not go-
ing to come to us and say, “Well, was not
that a nice thing that you fellows did.
You paid subsidies out of the Federal
Treasury., You made me think that I
was paying less for my food than I would
otherwise, and all you did was turn
around and take what I would have paid
my corner groceryman last month, and
you took it out of my salary and paid it
into the Treasury which in turn paid it
to the corner groceryman.” That is
what he is going to say to you. And
when that is done, you are going to have
a terrible time explaining to him that in
addition to taking this dollar more out of
his pay envelope and giving it to the
Treasury to give to the corner grocery-
man he has had added to the national
debt represented by subsidies 4 percent
per year, because the carrying charge
on our national debt and the carrying
charge on this money which must be
raised to pay these subsidies is just one
little small fraction of 1 cent less than
4 cents per dollar a year. If you can
lock into the future 25 years, then the
subsidies will increase by 100 percent the

cost to the ultimate consumer instead -

of his paying it out of his pocket today
when he can afford to pay it.

The point, Mr. Chairman, is simply
this. At a time when we can afford to
do it, when we are telling the people of
this Nation that this generation should
pay its proportionate share of this war,
ves, more than its proportionate share
for carrying on this war—and upon that

premise we have predicated our tax pro- |

posals—we deny it, and we pass on to
posterity, even to the third and fourth
generation, a grocery bill which you can
better afford to pay today than could
any of your forefathers.

Mr, BARRY. Mr, Chairmsn, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. BARRY. Will the gentleman tell
me how the great unorganized middle
class of America, excluding the farmers,
whose income has not increased at all
except possibly 2 or 3 percent, ean pay
their food bill, which has increased since
January of 1941, 40 perceni? Where
have they got the surplus money about
which the gentleman is talking? °

Mr., WOLCOTT. The gentleman’s
fisures and the figures of the Bureau of
Economics of the Department of Agri-
culture are not the same. I think I will
accept the report of the Bureau of Ag-
ricultural Economics, which is an official
report and the only one which I think
comes from an official source, rather
than the statement that the food bill
of the Nation has gone up 40 percent.

Mr. BARRY. How high has it gone?

Mr. WOLCOTT. It might have gone
up 40 percent in relation to income of
b years ago, but based upon national in-
come today, which is 40 percent, yes, 50
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percent higher, because the national in-
come was only $90,000,000,000 4 years
ago and today it is $145,000,000,000, it has
not gone up that much.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has again ex-
pired,

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman, I
yield myself 2 additional minutes.

Mr. Chairman, I want to reiterate in
answer to the gentleman that the Bu-
reau of Agricultural Economics says that
the total cost fo the consumer of fixed
quantities of foods making up a typical
consumer’s food basket was smaller in
relation to the average consumer income
in recent months than in any other time
on record.

Mr. BARRY. I am asking the gentle-
man where the middle class got its pur-
chasing power about which he is talk-
ing. They do not have it.

Mr. WOLCOTT. The total purchasing
power has gone up.

Mr, BARRY. Not for the middle class,
but for the farmers and the laborers.

Mr. WOLCOTT. He has to pay the
taxes just the same, does he not?

Mr. BARRY. Certainly he does.

My, WOLCOTT. All right; why should
the middle class pay your food bill, your
grocery bill, or the grocery bill of the
man who is getting $2 an hour when he
used to work for 50 cents an hour?

Mr. BARRY. Everybody pays taxes.

Mr. WOLCOTT. In respect to the
amendment which I propose to offer, I

might say at the outset that the amend- "

ment preserves all subsidies, incentive
payments, support prices, and everything
else which we have provided for in any
law. It does prevent the payment of
subsidies by the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration or any other agency of the Gov-
ernment for the reduction or roll-back
of maximum prices or support prices
that have been or may hereafter be or-
dered. It does prevent their being used
as a substitute for or in lieu of an in-
crease in maXimum prices or support
prices already or hereafter established,
and it does prevent the use of subsidies
to maintain any maximum prices al-
ready or hereafter established. In sub-
stance, it prevents the Commodity Credit
g;l)lrporation from paying your grocery

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
genfleman from Michigan has again ex-
pired.-

Mr., WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 2 additional minutes.

Mr. CASE. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE. On the point the gentle-
man just mentioned, would the gentle-
man’s amendment in any way disturb
the set-up which has been in operation
for some time which encourages the pro-
duction of strategic minerzls essential
fo the war effort?

Mr. WOLCOTT. None whatsoever.
We have been very, very careful to pre-
serve the subsidy provisions in the Price
Control Act in respect to the subsidies
on critical and strategic materials and
even on food for the purpose of main-

6523

1‘-£l'Ini£r rzlg maximum production for the war
effort.

Mr. COOLEY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from North Carolina.

Mr. COOLEY. Will the bill in its
present form handicap the normal op-
erations of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration? :

Mr. WOLCOTT. Not in the least.

Mr. COOLEY. What I have in mind
is that the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion was built upon the basis of buying
and selling at a loss. I think it has
rendered a very valuable service. Will
the normal operations of the past be
handicapped in any way by this pro-
posal?

Mr. WOLCOTT. If the operations
continue as they have in the past to en-
courage the maximum production of
foodstuffs, it will not interfere with them
at all.

Mr., AUGUST H. ANDRESEN. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield to the gentle-
man from Minnesota.

Mr. AUGUST H. ANDRESEN, May I
ask the gentleman as to the effect of his
amendment upon the commitments that
have been made for the production and
processing of canned vegetables? The
gentleman knows that the Department
of Agriculture increased the price the
processor had to pay the farmer for peas,
eorn, and a couple of other vezetables.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I provide in the
amendment that they may use these
moneys to take care of these commit-
ments which have accrued prior to the
effective date of the act. The word “ac-
crued” means “come into existence as
an enforceable claim,” and any claim
which has been established and can be
enforced on express commitments is an
accrued claim and may be paid, but after
the effective date of the act I presume
prices will have to go up to absorb those
differentials.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has again ex-
pired.

Mr. SPENCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield
15 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
[Mr, PaTMman], 5

TARIFF FIRST SUBSIDY

Mr. PATMAN. Mr. Chairman, ordi-
narily I am opposed to subsidies. There
are exceptions to almost all rules. Sub-
sidies, however, are as old as the Govern-
ment itself. I believe that it is a true
statement of fact that the first general
bill to pass the Congress of the United
States more than 150 years ago was a
protective tariff bill, which was a subsidy.
We have had a subsidy ever since. The
most enormous subsidy is the protective
tariff. We have subsidized the merchant
marine, and we have subsidized the Post
Office Department, and practically every
retirement fund in our Government is
subsidized directly or indirectly by the
United States Government. We have all
approved subsidies in one form or an-
other. It is very interesting to try to lay
down a pattern by rule that will say,
“Now, I favor certain types of subsidies,
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but there are other types of subsidies
that I am against.” The distinguished
and able gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Worcorr] has endeavored to lay down a
rule to the effect that he is in favor of
subsidies that are essentially in the war
effort, but he is strictly opposed to sub-
sidies that are not essential to the war
effort. If you will take the gentleman’s
amendment and read it carefully, you
will discover that he does not confine it
-to that. The object in bringing this out
‘is to show that we are not always con-
sistent. We cannot expect to be con-
sistent always, because circumstances
alter cases, and conditions and facts that
enter into these things cause us to change
our minds, or deviate from any rule we
endegvor to establish,

The gentleman refers to a subsidy in
aid of the war effort. I hope the gentle-
man will listen to this. The petroleum
subsidy which saved the people of New
England $140,000.000 last winter—and I
am glad that they were saved that much
money—is that in aid of the war effort?

- Certainly not. Of course, the oil that
went to the Atlantic seaboard, which
went overseas to the war, was in aid of
the war effort, and, according to the
gentleman’s standards the subsidy would
be justified, but with the oil that went to
thousands and hundreds of thousands
of homes in New England, to homes
where he says the people are better able
to pay than ever before in the history
of the country, that was not in the wgr

effort, and he says why not let them pay

the bill.

. effort.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr.
Chairmen, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, PATMAN. Yes.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusettse I
want to tell the gentleman where it is
in the war interest.

Mr, PATMAN, Oh, no; I said in the
war effort.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The
gentleman realizes that the Government
has taken over boats and thus made it
necessaly to transport a lot of coal and
oil under a higher cost of transportation,
and t..e Government is paying the dif-
ference.

Mr. PATMAN. The Government is
paying it, but it does not come within
the gentleman’s definition. He says in
aid of the war effort, but these people

. are able to pay this increased price ac-
cording to his statement.

. Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts, If it
were not for the war effort the expense
would not be there.

Mr. PATMAN. What about sugar, and
what about all those others items, and
what about coal? Coal was not sent
through pipe lines.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. But
the same thing applies. Coal came by
barge, because of the lower cost of
transportation, and now it has to be
transported by rail. It costs several dol-
lars more a ton.

Mr. PATMAN. Forty million dollars
was saved on coal which was transported
by the railroads, and under the same
conditions as before the war.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Ex-
cept much of it went by water before

That is not exactly in the war

- help to the farmer.
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and now it goes by rail, I want to bring
these things to the attention of the gen-
tleman so he will have his facts correct.

Mr, PATMAN. I am really interested
in the gentleman’s attempted definition
of a subsidy, If that amendment of the
gentleman from Michigan is a clarifying
amendment, I just cannot understand
any amendment, I wish the gentleman
would read it, and if he can understand
it, I wish he would give me his under-
standing of it.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. Yes.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. I wish the
gentleman would make it clear that this
Congress has never had an opportunity
to vote on either the oil or the coal sub-
sidy, that the oil subsidy was brought
before our committee in a hill, and there
was live opposition to it, in the com-
mittee, and the bill was withdrawn, and
the subsidy was paid, without any action
by Congress, by the R. F. C. 1have never
had a chance to vote on an oil or a coal
subsidy.

Mr. PATMAN. And the gentlewoman
has never heard of a single kick about it.

Miss SUMNER of Illincis. Oh, yes; I
kicked about it.

Mr, PATMAN. From the Members on
the gentlewoman’s side,

Miss SUMNER of Illinois.  The gen-
tleman ought to remember that I kicked
about it and objected to paying the oil
bills of people on Park Avenue, though
I did not object to paying them over on
the East Side.

Mr. PATMAN. I am not surprised at
the gentlewoman’s statement. She. is
usually consistent. What about milk
and the milk subsidy? Is that in aid
of the war effort, subsidizing milk in
Boston and New York City? Where does
the gentleman find that in aid of the
war effort? There is no attempt to stop
that.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. Will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Did the
Congress pass upon subsidies for milk, or
did some bureaucrat pass upon that?

Mr. PATMAN. Well, it is a bureaucrat
if it is wrong or against the gentleman'’s
wishes, but it is all right if it meets with
his approval. The same authority that
put the coal subsidy into effect put the
milk subsidy into effect, and under exist-
ing law they have the power to do it.
That is under a law that this Congress

passed.
RABAUT. Will the gentleman

Mr,
yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield.

Mr. RABAUT. I mentioned one that
the Congress did approve. The lend-
lease program is a subsidy. :

Mr. PATMAN. Yes; that is a subsidy.
But if we try to distinguish between sub-
sidies we will have a very difficult time
doing it. I see in this, in some subsidies,
All of us agree
that some subsidies are good. Since we
agree that some subsidies are good, such
as on copper and different metals, cheese,
milk, coal, and different things like that,
and we_ approve them, we agree that
there are some things where a subsidy
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is in the interest of the people. Since
we know that and we agree to it, why
should we hamstring the executive de-
partment and say “You cannot, under
any circumstances or conditions, use a
subsidy in the case of agriculture”? Why
is agriculture to be picked out as the
only segment of our population where
there will be no deviation from the rule,
regardless of the facts and circumstances
or conditions? Just think thaf over.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN, I yield.

Mr. BARRY. Are not soil conserva-
tion and parity payments subsidies?

Mr. PATMAN. Soil conservation is
not, because they work for that. Parity
payments are no more a subsidy than
putting a floor under labor. It is in the
same category exactly.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. I yield.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Is it not a fact
that |in the days of the depression and
prior thereto corn and wheat and other
products were subsidized? =

Mr. PATMAN. Well, I would not fig-
ure 8-cent corn under Mr. Hoover during
the depression a subsidy; or 4-cent
cotton.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. It was exactly
because of that condition the Congress
went along with a subsidy.

Mr. PATMAN. Well, I think it is a
little farfetched. When people work on
a farm for 5 or 10 cents an hour, and
even at the prices they are getting now
they do not make 25 cents an hour, for
the hardest kind of stooping and bend-
ing work that anyone can possibly do,
under adverse weather conditions, day
and night and at all other times.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I do not want
the gentleman to misunderstand me. I
have always been in favor of measures
guaranteeing the farmer a decent liv-
ing. I have always voted in this House
to help them get it.

TAX BILL A REPUBLICAN BILL

Mr, PATMAN. Let me talk to you
about something that is more serious
about this clarifying amendment, and
I hope the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MarTiN] will give his atten-
tion to this. Much has been said by
our good friends on the Republican side—
and I do not say this in a partisan sense—
that they could do much better running
this war and running our domestic Gov-
ernment if they just had charge of it.
There is one bill that passed the Con-
gress a while back that is a Republican
bill—strictly, solely and purely a Repub-
lican bill. That was the tax bill. The
Republicans wrote that bill. They are
entitled to the credit, and I am willing
to give them credit.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, PATMAN. Yes, I yield.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts, The
gentleman knows that is not a correct
statement.

Mr. PATMAN. Why, it could not have
passed without your support.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. The
compromise which passed came from a
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distinguished Senator, the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. GEORGE].

Mr. PATMAN. Of course, in placing
the monkey around on different backs,
I am sure the gentleman would like to
put it on somebody else’s back, but the
fact remains that the géntleman boasted
he got his amendment, substantially his
amendment, written into the law.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts.
The gentleman never boasts.

Mr. PATMAN. I did not mean it in
any offensive sense at all.

WITHHOLDING TAX ON POOR NECESSARY TO PAY
FORGIVENESS TO WAR MILLIONAIRES

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts. The
gentleman knew that our amendment
was rejected by this House on three oc-
casions. There was the one part of the
tax bill which the people will object to
rather strenuously is the proposal by the
Treasury Department, which was sup-
ported by the Democrats, and that is
the withholding part of the bill.

Mr. PATMAN. You had to have the
withhblding tax to pay what you were
forgiving the war millionaires. We for-
gave, under that bhill, the millionaires
seven or eight hillion dollars, and you had
to put this 20 percent withholding tax
on in order to pay that. So on July 1,
when that tax bill goes into effect, it can
be pointed to as an example of legis-
lative clarity on the part of our Re-
publican friends. I am perfectly willing
for them to have it.

INFLATION

- Now, I want to talk to you about some-
thing that is more serious than sub-
sidies, and that is inflation. Inflation is
something that we often talk about but
do not do much about. In 1930 and
1932 and along in there, a few of us were
attempting to pay the veterans of World
War No. 1 $2,000,000,000 in new money.
We were told that that would absolutely
ruin the country. It would take a car-
load of greenbacks to buy even a pack-
age of cigarettes if we passed any such
bill as that. Remember, that was in
the depths of the depression when we
had less than $5,000,000,000 in circula-
‘tion, and there was hunger everywhere.
Yet $2,000,000,000 would ruin the coun-
try. Here we have $17,500,000,000 in cir-
culation today, in the pockets and tills of
‘the people, and we have over $100,000,-
000,000 in circulation generally, yet we
are seemingly not alarmed or disturbed
about inflation. I cannot understand it.
But may I invite your attention to the
fact that if something is not done, and
done soon, we are going to face the most
serious inflation that any country on
earth ever faced.

The kind of inflation that will probably
take a wheelbarrow load of printing-
press money to buy just a common, ordi-
nary-sized loaf of bread. It can happen
here. Ithashappened in other countries,

HOW TO STOP INFLATION

Now, how are we going to stop infla-
tion? We must give the Executive the
_power to stop it. Subsidy, he says, is one
way to hold down inflation. That is
what we are fold. We admit subsidies in
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some cases are good. So why say that
subsidies are not good in the case of agri-
cultural commodities?

Let us leave it to the Executive and he
can pick out certain cases where a sub-
sidy is good in the publie interest; let him
pick the one; give him the right to change
subsidies so he can handle it.

But let me tell you where Congress is
to blame, All of us right here are to
blame for this. The only effective way
you can stop inflation is to syphon off
purchasing power so that the people will
not have the money to be in competition
with one another to buy the limited sup-
ply of goods that will be available.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. Let me finish my
statement and then I will yield.

That is one of the ways it can be done.
That is one method; Canada used it, and
that is the reason they can point with
pride to the fact that they only have a
dozen or two in Canada, and in England
only 100 or 200 people enforcing price
control, whereas here we have several
thousand people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Myr. PATMAN. May I have 5 addi-
tional minutes?

Mr. SPENCE. I yield the gentleman 5
additional minutes,

Mr, PATMAN. But the difference is
that in England and in Canada price
control is easy because they have taken
so much more money away from the
people that they do not have the com-
petition for their goods. Now, with ref-
erence to the action of Congress in 1942
and 1943 on taxes: Will you listen to this
astounding, startling statement, that the
people in Canada and the individual in-
come taxpayers in England will pay
300 percent more taxes for these two
years than will be paid by the taxpayers
in the United States, and yet we talk
about doing something to stop inflation.
We are not as a Congress doing anything
to stop inflation. Not only are we not
siphoning off the taxes that would make
price control easier, but when the O. P. A,
bill comes up here—the only agency
that has been established with arbitrary
powers to fix prices, when under the law
of supply and demand they would get
out of hand, and there comes a time
when we must use arbitrary power—when
the O. P. A. law was here for amendment
we crippled it, and we hurt it, rendered
it just as useless as we could by cutting
a substantial amount of its appropria-
tion.

So, we are not only doing nothing to
stop inflation in an effective way, but the
only agency that we have established
with the duty of holding down prices we
take advantage of at every opportunity
to cripple and harm when it wants to
hold down prices,

Not only that, when the O. W, I. bill
came up here the other day—and I do
not agree with everything the domestic
division of the O. W. I. has done, of
course, but generally they are charged
with the duty of giving the people of
America the facts concerning this war.
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This Congress and the people, before it
was established, did not have the facts.
We had one Cabinet officer saying one
thing and another Cabinet cfficer say-
ing another, but the O. W. I. must co-
ordinate these different statements,
must gather the news and must act as a
news-giving agency, and give to the
people of the United States the truth.
The O. W. 1. is charged with the duty
of warning the people what the dangers
of inflation are. They have one of the
finest methods ever heard of; it is well
planned, over the radio, newspapers, and
through different means of communica-
tion.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Does the
gentleman intend to yield to me?

Mr. PATMAN. In just a moment.

Yet, when the appropriation came up
here we passed an amendment to ab-
solutely destroy, put out of business, the
domestic provision of the O. W. I. and yet
we say we are against inflation. The
record of this Congress will show that
we have taken advantage of every op-
portunity to cripple the agencies set up
for the purpose of curbing inflation in
addition to failing to pass tax laws that
would siphon off excess purchasing
power.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Nebraska.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. I thank
the gentleman very much,

Does the gentleman feel that the pay-
ing of a subsidy will add more money to
the already enlarged public purse, and
would that aid or retard inflation?

Mr. PATMAN. Well, of course, if you
look at it in the narrower way—the an-
swer could be no, but I cannot agree that
there is nothing else to it.

I do not know, but there are a lot of

things subsidies will work on and some -

things it will not work on. The point I
am making is that when we do not
know, and since we cannot change the
law quickly, because it takes time to
change laws, let us leave it to the Excc-
utive, since he can, by a flick of the pen,
if you please, make the change and if he
makes a mistake it can be changed
quickly.

Mr. HOPE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. PATMAN. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. I agree heartily with the
point the gentleman has made, that no
serious effort has been put forth to eurb
inflation. Does not the gentleman
think that if we roll back prices with-
out rolling back purchasing power and
wages we are simply going to widen the
inflationary gap instead of contract-
ing it? ¢

Mr. PATMAN. No; the issue is: Hold
the line; that is the object and aim. I
may say to the gentleman that the total
aggregate of all wages and services for
last year was about $100,000,000,000.
Now, if we increase prices here and there,
if we permit an increase in wages and
salaries, which we will have to, of only 10
percent that means $10,000,000,000 extra.
Compare that with $500,000,000 paid in
subsidies; and, as the gentleman from
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Oklahoma [Mr, MonroNEY] often points
out, the cost of the war appropriated or
authorized to date has been $220,000,-
000,000. Ten percent of that would be
$22,000,000,000. Compare that with $2,-
000,000,000 paid in subsidies to prevent
that increase.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Texas has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. GiFrorp].

Mr. GIFFORD. Mr. Chairman, let
there be no dcubt about it, there is a
battle royal on; there is a war between
the administration and the Congress,
and it may be a serious war., It is diffi-
cult for some of us at times to know ex-
actly the cause of a war. I read recently
of & man who said he was perfectly satis-
fied with the Trojan War because he
knew what it was about: It was about
a woman. I wish this were as clear as
that, but it is not. This is a case where
the farmers want adjustment by higher
prices and the administration wants
prices adjusted by subsidies for the bene-
fit of the consumer. It is a clear case
where the administration has violated
the Price Control Act as passed by the
Congress.

I have read with patience the entire
debate in the other body the past 2 days.
It really took a good deal of patience to
do it. One whole afternoon was taken
up by practically two Members of the
body. They were very thorough. In-
teresting, indeed, were their conclusions:
One Senator claimed that the act had
been viclated by the roll-back plan.
There was no doubt about it in his mind,
but as the President had consulted his
Attorney General, and, as the Attorney
General had given him a favorable inter-
pretation of the law, he had obtained his
objective by proper channels. So the

Senator asked: “What can we do about:

- it? We must carry out the commit-
ments already made.” The Wolcott
amendment contains the word “ac-
crued.” Accrued, in the minds of
many, includes promises made. These
promises may cover an entire year of
subsidy payments. What do we know
about that feature of the price-control
bill, “strategic materials”? Seemingly,
meat and butter were suddenly thought
to be strategic for carryihg on the war
effort, so under that surprising decision
the R. F. C. was called upon to pay sub-
sidies to lower the price to the consumer
some 10 percent.

Where did the R. F. C. get that instruc-
tion? Through the Economic Stabilizer
appointed by the President. I want to
show you how they are kicking us around
with our own feet, so to speak. They
appoint Jimmy Byrnes, Marvin Jones,
and Fred Vinson, great friends of ours
whom we so highly respect, to tell their
old friends what the administration says
we should do, Great shrewdness has
been shown in those appointments. Will
they be persuasive with us to the degree
expected?

‘What has brought all this trouble
sbout? Let us further examine into this.
Unquestionably, it has been brought
about by the President’s war witl John
L, Lewis. It is not about a woman, it is
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about John L. Lewis. It seems that John
L. Lewis could have no argument if the
hold-the-line order was successful. That
was why the order was issued. Having
issued it, he must stand by it. Also, to-
day you and I are impatiently awaiting
word as to the signing of the antistrike
bill, Evidently the President hesitates,
lest Lewis have something more to com-
plain about; and if he can hold the line
on prices, no matter about the method,
even though against the direct action of
Congress, what does it matter as long as
John L. Lewis can be deprived of an ar-
gument for higher wages?

Mr. CASE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield.

Mr, CASE. I was wondering if the
gentleman had some special knowledge
which led him to say that he was await-
ing the signing of the bill? For some
of us have felt that more likely we were
awaiting the veto of the bill. Does the
gentleman have any special knowledge?

Mr. GIFFORD. I suppose I expressed
the hope, the hope that is in my heart;
and, of course, that hope is not that he
will veto that bill because I know the
roar of anger that will go up over this
Nation if he should veto the bill, if you
want to put it that way. Is the gentle-
man hoping he will veto the bill?

Mr. CASE. No; I am not hoping he
will veto the bhill, but we have waited
quite awhile; we have hoped that he
would sign it, but hope deferred 10 days
sometimes maketh the heart sick.

Mr. GIFFORD. Of course, he seems
to have tried to put off acting on the bill
until the coal strike was adjusted. Our
country is having to suffer much because

-of the antagonism between those two

very determined men. I made the com-
ment that Jimmy Byrnes, Marvin Jones,
and our friend Vinson now hold the line
for the administration. Why were those
‘people selected? ‘They were selected,
of course, because it was thought they
could deal with us.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. In just a moment.

We cannot hear of a decision given by
our friend the Economic Stabilizer with-
out hearing the sound of his master's
feet after him.

I yield to the gentleman from Texas.

Mr, PATMAN. The object of the hold-
the-line order, as I understand it, is to
hold down both prices and wages. Does
the gentleman favor that or disapprove
of it?

Mr, GIFFORD. As you have stated
just a moment ago, every rule has its
exception., The gentleman knows that
this hold-the-line order was given that
John L, Lewis would not be able to claim
that the cost of living had gone up. Of-
ficial statistics show that wages have in-
creased 40 percent and the cost of living
24 percent during the last 2 years. Iam
one of those responsible and must now
look at the resulf of our handiwork in
reporting the O. P. A, Act. I helped set
it up. Sometimes I feel ashamed of my
handiwork. Many men of little or no
talent have been appointed to carry its
provisions out. I have read that if men
were assigned according to their talents
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during these.days the cows would be
much better tended. Because of ineffi-
ciency and foolish regulations, I have
had much trouble to justify this agency
of the Government,

A Member of the other body, in spite
of the fact he claims roll-back sub-
sidies to be illegal, is offering an amend-~
ment on the floor of that body to grant
$500,000,000 for the R. F. C. and $175,-
000,000 for the C. C. C. to carry on he-
cause of the commitments possibly al-
ready made. I hope I am making this
point clear that if the butter and meat
subsidies keep up for a year they will,
of course, need that money. But, have
they committed themselves for a year?
Undoubtedly not. Neither does his
amendment specify those particular
items. Next month they might stop
these particular subsidies, they then
might have nearly the whole $500,000,-
000 to use for some other payments they
may want to try out where there was at
that particular moment a feeling on the
part of.the public that they were being
aflicted with too high a price. It is de-
sired to make the consumer appreciate
the bounty of his Government and to
love this administration.

Probably there will arise a difficult sit-
uation. When this bill geces to confer-
ence, no matter what it contains, it is
coming back to us from conference and
then we must decide whether it will be
$500,000,000 plus $175,000,000 or whether
it will be the Wolcott amendment which
will probably be placed in the bill today
in place of section 6. Consumer subsi-
dies once embarked upon would soon run
into billions of dollars. Beware of the
first step on that road.

The farmers need a little higher price
for their milk, I want them to have
perhaps 1 cent more a quart for their
product. I thought when we set up the
Office of Price Administration that when
they found it necessary to protect our
supply of milk they would raise the price
a little and hold it on that point. That
would have but little effect on the cost
of living.

During the last war the cost of living
went up 100 percent. Under present con- .
ditions of price control and rationing our
cost of living will not go up over 10 per-
cent a year. It will have to go up 10
percent a year for 5 years before the cost-
of living would go up 50 percent, yet they
are bringing in fhe bogey of inflation
when these little and necessary adjust-
ments need to be made. But the “hold
the line order” must be invoked lest John
L. Lewis have cause to complain of high-
er prices. Lewis is a great general, his
troops follow him and he must be de-
feated.

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan.
the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan,

Mr, WOODRUFF of Michigan, The
gentleman from Massachusetts has given
us the facts with regard to the difference
in the increase in the cost of living dur-
ing the First World War and this war.
Will the gentleman now give us the dif-
ference in the cost of labor in those days
and today? In that way we can get some
idea whether or not the laboring man is

Will



1943

in as favorable a position now as he was
at that other time.

Mr. GIFFORD. I have not those fig-
ures. Has the gentleman those facts?

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. I do
not. I will be very happy if he will do so.

Mr. GIFFORD. I cannotimagine that
the labor costs increased as fast during
the last war as during this one.

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan, I un-
derstand they have not.

Mr. GIFFORD. When I look at the
civil-service records and see $6 a day and
$9 a day for doing very ordinary work,
when I see our restaurants, our laundries
denuded of help because of such high
prices paid, as my memory serves me,
that did not happen to such a degree
during the last World War. 'But the
point I wanted to make was the matter
of inflation being brought in when slight
changes in price schedules are conbem-—
plated.

Mr. WRIGHT. Will the gentleman
yield? i

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr. WRIGHT. I believe it was the
gentleman's contention a few minutes
ago that because the cost of living went
up 1 percent a month, and I think it is
closer to 1'% percent, it would only go
up 12 percent a year. Does not the
gentleman agree that if you have an in-
crease in the cost of living followed by an
increase in wages the spiral of inflation
increases at a far more accelerated

.rapidity and there might be as much as

50 percent a year if some efforts were not
made to control it?

Mr. GIFFORD. No. The present
method of holding down prices on the
whole has worked. We have generally
held to the prices of last March 15.
May I again say to the gentleman from
Texas I hope that rule will stand many
exceptions. I have one lone individual
in mind who had to have 10 percent
added to his price in September be-
cause his costs went up. It was from
October until the following April before
that one individual, hiring no help, could
be allowed that 10 cents to continue his
small business. Of. course, they finally
granted his request, but it took months
and months to get an answer. That is
what we have been up against, the in-

* efficiency, the inability of obtaining de-

cisions, and so few in authority to really

- act. That is what has made our people

hate the O. P. A. the way they do. How
different the attitude of the public if this
Price Control Act had been wisely and
efficiently administered. Today we must
protect the act from the whims of the
administration itself.

We have surely held down the cost of
living, except perhaps, as to some agri-
cultural products which are now being
considered in this bill. We are legislat-
ing today only relating to those produets.
Clothing and other articles may still have
to be rationed, and the rationing system
has apparently worked pretty well.

In fact our fortune seems to have been

* that we have held too many prices so low

that we now realize that we may have
stifled the incentive to produce and lack

- of produetion is far worse than paying

slightly higher prices.
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When we try to roll back prices, we do
not help the farmer, but rather the con-
sumer. Rationing must follow any scar-
city of products and we are fast learn-
ing that it is something to be avoided if
possible,

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes. The gentle-
man interrupts my line of thought, but
perhaps it is well for him to do so.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. I am sorry.

Mr. GIFFORD. Oh, no; I think the
gentleman may help me. He always
does.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. When the gen-
tleman considers the 20 percent with-
holding tax——

Mr. GIFFORD. It is not 20 percent
if you have a half a dozen kiddies and
have a lot of exemptions.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. The gentle-
man realizes that the average salary or
wage of the consuming public is about
$2,500 a year. With a withholding tax
of 20 percent and with prices going up,
just what is going to happen to the aver-
age American family unless we have a
roll-back of prices?

Mr. GIFFORD. The gentleman
knows perfectly well they have to pay
that tax sometime. If they do not with-
hold it now they pay it later. What dif-
ference does it make? Why give me
that argument? Taxes have to be paid
later.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Granting that
to be true, it does not change the situa-
tion,

Mr. GIFFORD. He has to save the
money to pay his taxes next year,
whether he pays it now or not. The
ayverage family can pay these prices now,
rather than be taxed more to make food
largesses- granted at this time.

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan,

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan, Has it
occurred to the gentleman that it does
matter whether this job is done in one
way or the other? If we indulge in
more subsidies we must certainly have
more of a bureaucracy with which to
administer the same,

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes; a tremendous
number of employees to be added.

Mr. WOODRUFF of Michigan, Itadds
tremendously to the cost of doing the
very thing that every one of us wants
done.

Mr. GIFFORD. We should go at this
like the man intending to build a house.
“He sitteth down and counteth the cost
lest he will no' be able to finish it.”
I have not the exact biblical quotation.
But that is the text I thought to take.
We begin the subsidy business with what
has already accrued or has been com-
mitted, start with $500,000,00Q, plus the
$175,000,000, as may be suggested o us
by the other body, and when that is spent
what are you then going to do? Our
people will get into the habit of taking
largesses from the Government. Can we
stop then better or easier than we can
stop now? Soon it would be $2,000,-
000,000. Itmay be $4,000,000,000. There

65217

would soon be no end to this expense or
to this questionable method.

This hour is the time when we
must decide. How much has already
accrued? To how much have we been
committed? Beyond these amounts we
should not go according to the Wolcott
amendment. Do notlet us surrender, as
they seem apparently to do in another
body, and grant a whole year of exten-
sion of this unwarranted roll-back ex-
pense on our Government, Let us count
the cost in the beginning. Let us ask
ourselves, “Will it encourage the farmer
to produce more?"” The answer is, “It
encourages him to produce less, if any-
thing.” At this time we must act to in-
duce him to produce more. If there is
to be any subsidy paid, pay it to the
farmer, as we really set out to do. We
must eat even at higher prices. The
O. P. A. was set up to grant reasonable
prices and hold the line there. Why did
they let some of the agilcultural prices
get out of hand and go way up above
parity? It would seem that they are
to blame for that. It may now be too
late to try to roll them back. The
farmer must receive his necessary price
or he will not produce, and why roll back
if proper prices prevail?

‘What has been the effect of the roll-
back already? Why, it has been calam-
itous. The packers have closed their
doors, black markeis are everywhere.
Why continue it? It has proven itself
already as being absolutely inefficient.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr, Cha.man,- .

will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield to the gentle=
man from Iowa.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. I agree with the
gentleman it has been calamitous al-
ready. The next ouestion is, What good
will it produce? If I understand the pur-
pose back of the roll-back, it is to make
lower prices for the consumer. My ques=-
tion is, Are not all of our people con-
sumers and are they not all now tax-
payers? Therefore, is it not just a ques-
tion of robbing Peter to pay Paul?

Mr. GIFFORD. Yes. It has been
pointed out that we can pay our grocery
bill now, if ever. If there are 10 percent
who are unable to pay, let us go back
to the stamp system, as was suggested
by the gentleman from Massachusetts

- {Mr. HertEr] and let those: people have

the benefit by using that system. That
would not be an unsafe sort of subsidy.
But why subsidize me for my food when
I am able to pay for it? .As to those peo-
ple who cannot, sometimes an individual
must suffer when largely the whole peg-
ple are benefitted. We understand that.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair=
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. GIFFORD. I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Referring
again to the packers, the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. SasaTH] remarked that he '
did not care so much about the big pack-
ers, he was sorry that anything happened
to the little packers, and that subsidies
would help the little packers. The fact
is that it is the little packers that are
falling out all over the country and going
out of business due to the roll-back be-
cause, while the big packers have lost,
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they say, something like $30,000,000 on
their inventories, they have glue, they
have soap, and they have other by-
products from which they can make
money. But this roll-back has turned
any number of small packers out of
business.

Myr. GIFFORD. Let me remind the
gentlewoman of something. They talk
for the little packer and for the little
man, They have acted the last few years
for the big man, since the war came on.
-You realize that. They act like a certain
rich widow we have read about: “She
cries with one eye and laughs with the
other,” )

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Massachusetts has
expired,

Mr. PATMAN, Mr, Chairman, I yield
5 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia [Mr. Brownl.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I made a short talk on this bill on
Tuesday, thinking at that time that the
bill would be up on Wednesday. I un-
dertook in that address to give the
achievements and the history of the
Commeodity Credit Corporation. I think
I proved conclusively that it is desirable
and necessary to extend the life of the
Corporation for 2 years. Unless we
extend it as provided in this bill, the
life of the Corporation will expire on
June 30 this year.

There is a provision in this bill to in-
crease the borrowing capacity in the
amount of $500,000,000.

Section 6 of the bill is controversial.
That deals with subsidies. Regardless
of whether section 6 is adopted as writ-
ten or amended, I hope the Members of
the House will vote for the bill so as to
extend the life of the Corporation, and
perhaps the objectionable features will
be ironed out in conference. It certainly
would be unfortunate not to extend the
life of this agency.

In addition to what I said the other
day I wish to state that this agency was
organized to stabilize prices of basic
agricultural commodities—cotton, corn,
* wheat, tobacco, and rice. Someone has
intimated that this agency has not done
so well, I wish to call your attention to
the fact that this agency has made a
profit of $50,000,000 on cotton which it
had title to and sold in the last 10 years.
The C. C. C. now has title to 3,200,000
bales of cotton, it has loans on 3,000,000
bales, and it has a profit now, at the
present price of cotton, of $30 per bale
on the 3,200,000 bales, so that if the Cor-
poration were liquidated as of today,
the entire profit on the stock now on
hand would be approximately $96,000,000.
On corn this agency has lost $42,000,000
up to the 30th of April, this year.

It has very little corn now, only about
10,000,000 bushels. On wheat it now has
title to 300,000,000 bushels. The losses
on wheat amount to $52,000,000. The
loss on tobacco is about $2,000,000.
Therefore, you see that the losses on corn,
wheat, and tobacco are less than the
profit we have on the 3,200,000 bales of
cotton to which the C. C. C. now has
title, and that is in addition to the $50,-
000,000 profit received on cotton it had
title to and sold. The losses on wheat
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and corn are due to sales out of normal
use and converted for feed purposes and
for alcohol. I do not know of any other
agency that has accomplished for the
producer of agricultural commodities
anything like what has been performed
by this agency.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
‘gentleman from Georgia has expired. ;

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield the gentleman 2 minutes more,

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Section 6 is
controversial on account of subsidies. I
doubt the wisdom of stopping subsidies
that go direct to the farmer in order to
produce necessary food to win this war.
I doubt the wisdom of any subsidy known
as a roll-back subsidy which does not go
to the farmer. In order to have all of
the production that is necessary to feed
civilians and to feed the Army we ought
to encourage the farmer. - I think roll-
back subsidy as a policy is not desirable
as it does not help the farmer to produce
more and to some extent is inflationary.
I am afraid the tendency of roll-back
:jubsidy would be to discourage produc-

on,

In the early stages of the operations
of the Corporation the price of cotton
was very low. I was kidded many times
by friends from the North and a few
from the West on the commiitee that
we were carrying cotton at a loss of
something over $200,000,000 for a year
or two, and the remarks on the floor of
the House in criticism of the policy of
the Corporation were that we were help-
ing the cotton farmers too much. In
those years there was no loss on corn and
wheat but as cotton does not deteriorate,
and corn, wheat, and other commodities
do, the Corporation was able to hold cot-
ton. The price went up and the Cor-
poration sustained no loss, and now
many of the Members who opposed my
fight for loans on cotton agree that I was
right and the loan on cotton has saved
practically all criticism of the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation, and the Repre-
sentatives from the large cities should
not object to subsidies being paid the
cotton farmers. I still think the cotton
farmer should have the profit, or some
of the profit, made by the Corporation
on the cotton it sold for a profit. At the
same time I realize if it had not been for
the C. C. C. holding cotton off the
market the farmers would have suffered
great loss.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Georgia has again ex-
pired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD],

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman,
when, due to war conditions, it becomes
necessary for the Government to disar-
range and reconstruct the transportation
facilities of our econcmy, to divide up
the continent of the United States into
sales areas and allocate in those areas
to individual processors who have his-
torically sold in other districts, we set
in operation new economic forces that
have to be dealt with directly or indi-
rectly. So with respect to that, I can
understand why someone advocates and
someone supports the idea of having
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the Federal Government assume certain
transportation charges. Again, when on
account of war, strategic and critical ma-
terials are being produced in less quan-
tities than the war effort calls for, and
where all of the planned economy is op-
erating with which we are now dealing,
I can also understand how the Federal
Government may at times come in and
indicate to some particular producer
who can increase his products, that the
Government will pay above the market
price, saild market price being fixed by
the Government agencies, provided that
production is increased. Still again,
when consumers’ goods, both durable and
nondurable, are disappearing from the
market, due to the dollar flow which is_
inereasing tremendously, the stream
widening all of the time, and also to de-
creased production, and there is a dis-
position on the part of many and for
economic reasons, to want to decrease the
buying power, I cannot understand why
people who claim to be intelligent will
advocate a subsidy and the so-called roll-
back theory and have the Federal Treas-
ury actually pay a large percentage of
the grocery bill of those who are receiv-
ing the benefits of the increased dollar
flow, incident to war financing,

It seems to me that this House today
will have to deal with that fundamental
question. 'Furthermore, it is my firm
belief that the introduction of subsidies
into our economy on the plan that is
recommended by the Chief Executive
and the Administrator of O. P. A. is the
most direct attempt to destroy our
economy as it has developed over the last
150 years, that has yet been made. As
a primary producer of foodstuffs, as one
who is interested in manufacturing and
processing of steel products as well as
foodstufis, as one who tries to be inter-
ested in transportation, I think that
when we fully adopt the subsidy program,
we serve notice on the economy of this
country that it must cease to function as
it has heretofore. On one lot of cattle
which I have my manager says the mar-
ket price has dropped $5,000 since we
started the discussion on this roll-back
price proposition. That is something the
gentleman from Texas [Mr. KLEBERG]
was talking about the other day. This
subsidy program certainly will not in-
duce me to increase production, but it
does create in me a fear that there will
be no chance whatsoever for my
economy to survive because, through the
application of subsidies, you destroy my
market. That is what you do exactly.
Now, if you want the most beautiful
illustration on earth of some of this stuff,
you analyze carefully the operations of
F. D. A, in the little country of Puerto
Rico-and see what happened, where all
the food is subsidized. You do not have
to wait 20 years to see this thing in proe-
ess. Go lock at what has happened in
the last 6 months. Do you want your
importers, wholesale jobbers, wholesale
merchants, and retail people to remain in
business in this country? Do you want
that kind of a distributing system for
your people? Do you want your farmers
and tradesmen to have & market in
which to trade their goods and their
wares and convert their effort in the
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form of goods paid back to them in dol-
lars with which they can go and trade
with others?

If you want those things to continue,
you had better not support this subsidy
program. I am not discussing the infla-
tionary aspects of it. I am talking about
what it does to the markets of this coun-
try. If you have no market for beef cat-
tle, you do not produce beef cattle. If
you do not have any free market over
which you can trade in stocks and bonds,
you do not own stocks and bonds.  If
you have no cotton market, you do not
grow cotton. The destruction of the
market destroys the economic lifeblood
of the people.

Mr. CELLER. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. CELLER. What would you do?
Let the law of supply and demand oper-
ate as against the law of self-preserva-
tion?

Mr. CRAWFORD. No; I would not let
the law of supply and demand operate.
It is silly to talk about that with the
planned economy that is now in opera-
tion. If you are going to let it do that,
you have to go back to the bottom and
erase all of this planned economic inter-
ference.

Mr. CELLER. But could you have a
roll-back without subsidies?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Why do you want
the roll-back? Tell me why you want
a roll-back.

Mr. CELLER. Because the working-
man with a limited purse—

Mr. CRAWFORD. Which working-
man?

Mr. CELLER. The workingman in my
district.

Mr, CRAWFORD. What kind of work
does he do?

Mr, CELLER. He does all kinds of
work,

Mr. CRAWFORD. If he participates
in the war effort he is getting war wages
and he can afford to pay these prices.

Mr. CELLER. The average wage
scale in my district is $40 a week.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I do not know what
the average wage scale is. I am asking
what is the man doing you are talking
about? If you cannot answer that ques-
tion, you cannot intelligently discuss the
other question.

Mr. CELLER. He works in the navy
yard, in defense and nondefense in-
dustries.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Then if working in
war industry he is getting the pay and
nobody knows that better than the gen-
tleman from New York. The idea of
the gentleman from New York asking the
people of this country to subsidize the
grocery bill of a man who works in a
navy yard at today’s wages! That is too
silly to discuss.

Mr. CELLER. I do not think it is fair
to say it is silly, because I would not
characterize the -genfleman’s argument
that way.

Mr. CRAWFORD. You can charac-
terize it any way you want to, because
I know what wages are being paid on
Army and Navy construction jobs and in

those industries where armament, muni-
tions, machine guns, and tanks, and
planes are being built. The beginning
wage rate in my town for war workers
is around 89 cents an hour, I have about
26,000 organized workers in my area,
and I am not going to stand here and
advocate that the people of this country
subsidize their grocery bills, Let them
pay their own grocery bills out of the

.wages that the United States Treasury

is paying them for the war work they
perform.

Mr, JENNINGS. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. JENNINGS. Is not this talk of a
roll-back a fraud on the very people
that they are professing to undertake to
help? -

Mr. CRAWFORD. There is no ques-
tion about that in my mind.

Mr., JENNINGS. You cannot get
something for nothing in this world, and
ultimately we pay for all we get.

Mr. CRAWFORD. We certainly do.

Mr. JENNINGS., They want to give
it to them with their right hand and
take it away with the left hand in taxes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. If you will look at
the hearings you will find where I stated
that the only real reason I can possibly
ficure out in connection with this par-
ticular roll-back program is to fix it so
that whoever wants to do it can stand
before his constituency in 1944 and say,
“Now listen, boys, I had the subsidy put
into operation so you would not have to
pay so much for your grocery bill. You
had better vote for me.”

I do not have to campaign on that
kind of stuff because I do not have to
have a seat in this House, and if I have
got to have that kind of palaver to elect
me, my people can get somebody else to
represent them on this floor, and they
know what I mean by that. Let us pay
our own grocery bills directly instead of
through the Federal Treasury.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Michigan has expired.

Mr. BROWN of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. MonroNEY] 10 minutes.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, it
is a pretty difficult thing to come to the
floor and argue the question of subsidy in
a few minutes’ time, to go into this mat-
ter to which I have given a considerable
amount of study, to realize that I am
going against the expressed wishes of
many people in my district, because I
come from a farming district. Yet I do
not believe that I would be serving to the
best of my ability and judgment if I stood
here and through an oversimplification
of the problem, oppose judicial and care-
fully spent subsidies.

I think if I could express in a few
words my opinion, after study of this
matter, I would put it in the words of
Chester Davis, the War Food Adminis-
trator, when he- appeared before our
committee, I do not think any of us
would accuse Mr. Davis of being a long-
haired theorist. In fact, the Agricultural
Committee has asked that he be put in
charge of all farm programs, price and
production, in the war effort.
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Mr. Davis on page 23 of the hearings

before our committee, said:
CHESTER DAVIS' STATEMENT

I sald yesterday and I want to repeat now
I think it is extremely dangerous to outlaw
under a legislative label such as “subsidies™
or "incentive payments” or anything of the
sort, eome devices that may be tremendously
important in the case of some particular
commodities at some particular time if we
are going to get the production which after
all is the most important thing we face in
this country as I see it, and that is to get the
production of agricultural commodities.

Now may I go further, because I also
agree with his statement:

On the other hand I believe that a general
reliance on a program of broad subsidies as
a chief implement to prevent infiation is a
dangerous delusion, partly for the reason the
Congressman pointed out, and that for in-
flationary control in this country we have to
have a broad and cocrdinated program that
involves a great deal more than direct price-
control orders or subsidies.

Now, in looking at the markets that
we have, it is not a simple question such
as if a man is guilty or not guilty; it is
not a question of black or white, but we
are dealing with a most tremendous sys-
tem and as complex a thing as the world
has ever seen, our far-flung price struc=
tures, the most extensive and diversified
price structure that perhaps includes the
greatest number of items of any nation
in the world.

FINE BALANCE NECESSARY

I like to compare it with a finely
tuned, elaborate harp: It is influenced
by the weather, it is influenced by vibra-
tions in the distance, and you men who
understand the markets of this Nation
know that a rumor of trouble in Texas,
that a new kind of bug in Kansas, or
bacteria infecting a herd of cattle in
Montana will upset and have repercus-
sions throughout the 48 States on our
markets. And yet we propose by over=
simplifying this question of subsidy to
play on this finely attuned harp with a
crowbar.

This is a most difficult problem; we
have to decide, to draw the line where
to use subsidies for the maximum bene-
fits for the things that we are trying to
accomplish. One is to get the production
that this country needs for its war effort,
and the other to hold prices down so that
the Nation's cost of this food will not
cause new adjustments and thereby force
new higher wage costs to the Nation.

As I say, if we could simplify it down
I believe everyone in this body would say
that they are for good subsidies and they
are against bad subsidies. I know that
many are fearful of a misuse of subsidies.
But Congress will be on the job, its com-
mittees investigating and watching the
use of these moneys to see that they are
placed where they will be beneficial to
the war effort. I do not think we should
adOpt a lazy-man attitude and say, that
simply because the problem is a difficult
one, that it is not worth the effort to try
to solve it. i

‘We are talking here a lot about roll-
back subsidies. Unfortunately, that is
not a part of the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration bill.
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The roll-back subsidy is the thing that
they are trying to do through the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation, which is
being discussed over in the Senate. I
asked the chairman of our commiitee if
he could name any time or any instance
where the Commodity Credit Corporation
had violated good judgment or good,
sound business sense in its subsidy oper-
ations, and he could not point out a sin-
gle instance where that had occurred.

There are several amendments pro-
posed to draw rigid lines against any kind
of subsidies with the exception of wheat
for feed and for the oil and fats program.
Both of those were two of the largest
subsidy operations of the Commodity
Credit Corporation, and Congress agreed
it was 'a good subsidy operation. 1
am inclined to believe that as we go
through the most difficult food years this
country will ever face, that we will have
other problems that must be met by judi-
cious application of sound business prac-
tice and, perhaps, even the use of subsi-
dies to get production, and we have got to
exercise judgment on what effect this de-
vice will have on the whole problem of
inflationary control and, ultimately, the
cost to the consumer.

The problem that faces us is not as
simple as some of the proponents of the
Wolcott amendment would have us be-
lieve. To them it seemns to be simply the
question of whether the Government will
pay subsidies to the producers to lower
the cost-of-living index.

I am familiar with the Price Control
Act, and I think I know what the provi-
sions in it mean. I am convinced that
there is no assurance from any source
that prices will not be rolled back to lower
the cost of living.

I know that the administrators of
Government inflation program down-
town have given their words that they
are going to roll back prices to 1942, Sep-
tember, levels. They can do it under the
Price Control Act that the Members of
Congress passed. Then who is to blame?
Congress fixed those flocors in the Price
Control Act, yet the price has gone up
above those floors. The O. P. A. let
many go up because we needed to get
increased production. Now, if these
prices are to be rolled back, they can be
rolled back under the law without sub-
sidies to the farmers, and the farmer take
that jolt. ¥You can save him by not for-
bidding completely all forms of these
subsidy payments that will act as a shock

- absorber against the roll-back,

I am just stating this because it is a
fact; it will be true under section 6 of
the bill as it is now written, and it will
be true under the Wolcott amendment
that will be introduced. I think it is a
thing that the Members from the farm
districts who have farmers looking to
them to see a little bit farther than their
noses, for they are going to ask you many
questions if this roll-back occurs. Let us

look at one other factor that is rather

important in this subsidy program,

In the R. F. C. bill, which is not be-
fore us, it is proposed fo subsidize meats,
cheese, butter, and milk, I believe. It
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happens that more than half of all these
commodities are being taken by the
armed forces. Let us not overlook the
fact that since the Army is taking half
that the cost either way goes to the Gov-
ernment on that half of the country’s
production. It comes out of Uncle Sam's
pocket whether you subsidize at the bot-

tom, or whether you let the price go up

at the top. So on half of our production,
the ultimate cost to the Army is iden-
tically the same. In some cases, it is
possible that if these subsidies such as
are applied by the Commodity Credit
Corporation are applied at the base line,
at the production line as they apply it,
then, perhaps, it saves the Army, the
Navy, or lease-lend a little bit because
the normal mark-ups of the processors
are not reflected upon a higher initial
cost,

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin,
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MONRONEY. I cannot yield; my
time is too limited.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin. But the
gentleman would like to have his facts
accurate, would he not?

Mr. MONRONEY. I will let another
committee member answer that ulti-
mately; I am trying to talk against time.

Mr. MURRAY of Wisconsin., I surely
would like to have him,

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 additional minute to the gentle-
man from Oklahoma.

Mr. MONRONEY. In starting on
this proposition ask yourself one ques-
tion, and if you can be satisfied that an
increase in the cost of these basic living
items can be made without disturbing
the Little Steel formuls and without
continuing the cycle of rising: wages,
then you should definitely and posi-
tively be against any kind of subsidy
program no matter hqw judiciously it is
applied. But if you are fearful, as I am
fearful, that if we let prices rise we
must break the Little Steel formula,
then I think you had better begin to
consider how this can be done through
application of properly used subsidies
carefully restricted and used at the
proper place where the war effort will
be helped.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Oklahoma has expired.

Mr. KEAN. Mr, Chairman, I yield
myself 10 minutes. :

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr, KEAN. I yield.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. The gen-
tleman is a member of the committee
and heard the statement of the gentle-
man from Oklahoma who just preceded
‘him. In all the time that we had hear-
ings on the price-control bill, either in
1942 or the year before, did the gentle-
man ever once hear any witness from the
0. P. A. say they intended either to let
prices get out of line or to roll them back
if they did let them get out of line?

Mr. KEAN. Certainly not.

Mr. MONRONEY, Mr.Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, EEAN. 1 yield.

Mr,
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Mr. MONRONEY. Is it not a fact,
though, that under the law as the Con=-
gress passed it they can roll prices back
and that we have absolutely no recourse?

Mr, KEAN. It is possible,

Miss SUMNER of Illinois.- In other
words, they just found a loophole in the
law and used it in a way that was not
contemplated by Congress.

Mr. KEAN. Mr, Chairman, I expect
to pay my respects to the roll-back pro-
gram under the 5-minute rule but while
we consider this legislation for continu-
ation of the Commodity Credit Corpora-
tion, it is' well that we pause to take
stock of the activities of the many Gov-
ernment corporations. There are ap-
proximately 50 of them.,

The Constitution provides that control
of expenditures rests in Congress, but
these corporations leave a gap in our
control which is wide open.

Many have been set up under section
5-d of the R. F. C. Act, which provides
that corporations may be created having
the power, under subsection (a) “to pro-
duce, acquire, carry, sell, or otherwise
deal in strategic and crifical materials
as defined by the President”—and he has
declared abouf everything strategic and
critical—and having the power, under
subsection (g) “to take such other action
as the President and the Federal Loan
Administrator may deem necessary to
expedite the national defense program.”

In other words to do anything, limited
only by the provision that it must be con-
cerned with the national defense—and
what action today is not concerned with
the national defense?

These corporations are organized un-
der various Stafe charters and the pow-
ers granted them are very broad.

Some of the provisions of the certif-
icate of incorporation of this Commod-
ity Credit Corporation read as follows:

Under subsection (b) it has the au-
thority—
to purchase or otherwise acquire, to hold,
or otherwise to deal in, to sell or otherwise
dispose of any and all agricultural and/or
other commodities, and/or products there-
of. -

It may, under subsection (d)—

engage in any activity in connection with
or involving the production, carrying, ship-
ping, storing, exporting, warehousing, han-
dling, preparing, manufacturing, processing,
and marketing of agricultural and/or other
commodities and/or products thereof.

It may, under subsection (i)—
enter into, make, perform, and carry out
contracts of every kind and description for
any lawful purpose without limit as to
amount, with any person, firm, association,
corporation, municipality, country, BState,

‘body politic, territory or government or col-

ony or dependency thereof.

As shown on page 187 of the hearings,
I asked Mr. Shields, general counsel of
the Corporation:

Is not your charter so broad that you can
do practically anything?

Mr, Shields’ reply was:

In 1835 when Mr. Jesse Jones appeared
before this committee to have the life of
the Corporation extended, he said that under
the charter this Corporation had the author=
ity to commit murder,
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Our committee found that, utilizing
these broad powers, the Corporation has
entered into activities which not only
are contrary to the intent of Congress,
but that it was also doing things which
none of us had any idea it was doing.

Of course we had some knowledge of
their subsidy program; but we found, in
addition, they were incurring losses
through purchases for the Lend-Lease
Administration; and we found also that
they were making purchases and taking
losses—I quote Mr, Hutson:

To support the economles of our neigh-
bors to the South—to assist in the stabiliza-
tion of the economy of Brazil—to purchase
cotton under the good-neighbor policy and
support the economy of friendly countries.

Now all of these undertakings may
be advisable, but if they are to be done,
they should be carried out under the
direction of Congress by agencies cre-
ated for these purposes, and the taxpay-
ers’ money should not be spent for such
things by this agency, which was created
merely to help American farmers, solely
under Executive directive.

These charters are so broad that offi-
cials of the corporation feel they can do
almost anything even though it is con-
trary to the will of Congress, unless Con-
gress specifically provides, in this or
some other bill, that they shall not do
s0. How can we foresee everything that
they might do, during the next 2 years, in
accordance with the broad provisions of
their charter? Into what new fields will
we find they may have entered when next
they come before us?

Just the other day we read in the press ‘

that the Defense Plants Corporation—a
corporation formed under section 5-d of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
Act for the purpose of aiding industry
in building plants essential to the war
effort—is going to be used to roll back
meat prices.

I suppose the reason that this Cor-
poration is being used is that it is in
funds; though you may remember it was
only last December that Mr. Jones came
before the Congress and stated that he
was entirely out of funds and would
have to have $5,000,000,000 immediately
to carry out the legitimate functions of
the R. F. C.

He did not get the money owing to the
adjournment of Congress; and strangely
enough since then he has made no fur-
ther recquest for the funds which he
stated at that time he so urgently
needed.

Where he is getting the money now is
a mystery. Feeling that, as a member
of the committee which is responsible
for the authority granted to the R. F. C.,
I should know what was going on, over
2 weeks ago, on June 10, I addressed
a letter to Mr. Jones asking if he could
inform me where he was getting the
money which he seems to have in abun-

dance now, in spite of his protestations

of last autumn. As yet I have not had
the courtesy of a reply.

It seems to be easier for him to get
the money than to explain where he is
getting it; or does it embarrass him to
tell Congress where it is coming from?
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Through these corporations which it
has fathered, the R. F. C. has become a
great octopus through which the will of
the people, all unknown to them, may be
thwarted.

Under authority granted by the War
Powers Act, the President has given di-
rectives to the Board of Economic War-
fare and other agencies to direct expend-
itures of money of these corporations,
even over the protests of those who ar
in charge of their operations. :

As you may read on page 192 of these
hearings, the general counsel agreed
with me that, under present law, the
Board of Economic Warfare could order
the Commodity Credit Corporation to
use all of its funds for the B. E. W.s
purposes at their direction.

One of the reasons that section 8 was
incorporated in this bill was to prevent
such action.

Mr. Chairman, I feel that these cor-
porations are dangerous. If we are to
have a government in keeping with the
spirit of the Constitution, if Congress
is to control spending, these corpora-
tions must be curbed and long-term
planning should provide for their lig-
uidation; or if they are to remain in ex-
istence their present charters should be
surrendered and Congress should spe-
cifically provide what they can and can-
not do.

This problem is one to ‘which we
should give the most serious considera-
tion.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. WRIGHT.]

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr, Chairman, in the
early part of the debate on this bill I
asked the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. WorLcorr] whether or not the is-
sue before the House today is not, “Who
is going to bear the extra living cost due
to the increasing cost of food commod-
ities?” It is whether 'or not this cost
should be passed on to the ultimate con-
sumer or whether the Government
should not bear a certain portion of the
cost. The gentleman stated that that
in essence was the issue.

This, of course, brings up the question
of subsidy and roll-back. Those words
are possibly bandied about and not too
well understood. We have had an aver-
age increase in the cost of living of about
115 percent a month during the last few
months. The gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. GirrForn] suggested that if
this figure were multiplied by 12 it would
give some fair indication as to how much
living costs would increase in the next
year. I do not believe that any person
who has studied the inflation in other
countries will agree with this. If there
is an increase in living costs and if there
is a consequent demand for higher
wages, and then a demand for higher
prices, and for higher wages again, the
rate at which the inflationary spiral
will ascend will accelerate astronomi-
cally. In other words, instead of a 12

-percent inerease in living costs during

a year's time you may have a 50 or 100
percent increase, then after it gets be-
yond control the rate of increase is so
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rapid it would be impossible for any of
us to measure it.

Several of the members of the com-
mittee besides myself do not think that
we should completely tie the hands of the
Executive or of any of the administra-
tive departments in sweeping and all-
inclusive language against the use of
subsidies. We do not think on the other
hand that the use of subsidies is a good
over-all method for the control of infla-
tion. We were all unanimous on that.
We think, however, that the next 6
months or year will give us the answer
as to whether we are going to have in-
flation or we are going to cheek inflation.

I will give you a few reasons why I
say that. Organized labor has, with one
glaring exception, been willing to abide
by the Little Steel formula. The Little
Steel formula was based on an estimate
that there had been an approximate in-
crease in living cost of somewhere around
15 percent from the time of Pearl Harbor
until September 1942. So the War
Labor Board ordered that any group of
employees, any union group that had
obtained a 1p percent increase in wages
during that period of time was barred
from obtaining any further increase in
wages, and any group of wage earners
who had not obtained a 15 percent in-
crease could obtain an additional in-
crease up to the 15 percent. Since Szp-
tember 1942 the cost of living has gone
up about 1% percent per month. If this
formula provided a fair solution, if the
leaders of organized labor and the work-
ing people of this country, who were
patriotic, were willing to abide by this
formula which after all is a check on
inflation, and if by means of it they have
succeeded in stabilizing reasonably the
increase in wages, then obviously they
are entitled to an increase in wages since
September 1942, which is commensurate
with the increase in living cost during
that period of time. The reasoning is
stronger, of course, in the case of people
who do not belong to a union, people
working for salaries, the so-called white-
collared «¢lass, who have had no increase
in their compensation at all or none
commensurate with the increase in the
cost of living.

How are you going to arrive at an
equitable ratio between income and cost
of living? You can do it in one of two
ways. Some Members say, “Let the
consumer pay the added cost of the pro-
duction of agricultural products.” If
you will let the cost rise and rise, and
remember if you pursue this course that
the peak in living costs will never be
reached. It is a steadily rising increase
at the present time about 1’2 percent a
month. Or by skillful use of subsidies
you can cushion these demands at the
present time. You can say, “We do not
want wage earners to ask for more wages
now because if they ask for more wages
everybody else will want more wages, the
farmer will want more income, and so on
ad infinitum. Let us stabilize wages and
costs for a period of about 6 months or a
year and we will have the inflation prob-
lem beaten. But if the inereased cost of
living must be borne by the wage earner,
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demands for higher wages which will be
irresistible will break down the Little
Steel formula,

I attended a meeting this morning at
which I listened to an address by Philip
Murray, president of the C. I. O., who is
trying his best to cooperate with the war
program of the President and frying his
best to cooperate with the anti-inflation
program. He stated at this meeting that
unless prices are rolled back so that the
price of food to the workers is fairly
commensurate with their wages, which
have been frozen since September 15,
1942, they will be forced to demand a
higher rate of wages.

Mr. HOPE. Mr: Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, WRIGHT.
man from Kansas.

Mr. HOPE. The gentleman does not
contend, does he, that the income of or-
ganized workers has not increased since
last September? There have been sub-
stantial increases in the income of the
organized workers or of all workers since
last September.

Mr. WRIGHT. Not generally, I would
say, uniess you have a case where they
have not had the 15-percent increase or
unless you have a case where a man has
been placed in a higher position.

Mr. HOFPE. Of eourse, the 48-hour
week has gone into effect in a good many
industries and there has been an increase
in average hourly wages because of the
overtime in some cases. In other cases
there hdave been wage increases.

Mr. WRIGHT. In some cases there
have, but in answer to the gentleman,
may I state this? It is idle to state in
this House that the average annual in-
come of the worker has increased by so
many percent, 100 percent or so, unless
you pick out your various salary and
wage groups and find out how it affects
each income bracket. I mentioned the
white-collar class a moment ago. This
group is not getting any increase to speak
of at all, and there are many people in
the unskilled groups in organized labor
who are not getting any appreeiable in-
creases in wages. Admittedly there are
some high wages paid.

Mr. HOPE. But from the standpoint
of inflation, if there has been an increase
in the national income through wages
and salaries since September 1942, and
. we now roll back prices to that date with-
out rolling back this increase in income,
we are increasing the inflationary gap,
are we not?

Mr, WRIGHT., There is a certain
amount of reason to the gentleman’s
position, but on the other hand if they
had not adopted time and a half for
overtime with the 48-hour week you
would have a reduction in the income of
very many workers, so it was felt best
to give a few of them an increase so that
you would not reduce the income of the
rest of them,

Mr, CELLER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. 1 yield to the gentle-
man from New York.

Mr, CELLER., I am informed by the
Labor Department that the average
wage scale for all workers in all manu-
facturing industries, war and nonwar,

I yield to the gentle-
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is $41 a week, As against that, prices of
food, clothing, and medicine have ad-
vanced since August 1939, 54.4 percent.

Mr. WRIGHT. I think those figures
are approximately correct.

Mr, CELLER. Therefore, they are be-
ing squeezed between what they receive
and what they have to pay for.

Mr, LYNCH. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
man from New York,

Mr. LYNCH. As I read section 6, I
understand that no funds of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation can be used

for subsidies or roll-backs. Is that cor-

rect?

Mr. WRIGHT. Not only can no funds
of the Commodity Credit Corporation bz
used but no funds of any Government
agency. This provision would forbid the
roll-back program, which has now been
advertised to the country and on which
the people are depending, out of funds
of the Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle-
mean from Pennsylvania.

Mr, WEISS. I fully subscribe to the
gentleman's statement. May I say that
the arguments advanced in the House
this afternoon were the same as ad-
vanced in the British Parliament against
subsidies. Today British public opinion
universally acclaims the present British
Price Conirol Act with the wise adminis-
tration of subsidies.

Mr. WRIGHT. I believe the PBritish
have handled the situation very well. I
do not know whether or not the same
employment of over-all subsidies for all
commodities would be effective here. I
do not believe it would, but I think the
weapon should be afforded to the Gov-
ernment agencies in extreme situations.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the

‘gentleman from Pennsylvania has ex-

pired.

Mr. WOLCOTT, Mr. Chairman, I
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr, SMITH],

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
intend to offer two amendments to this
Commodity Credit Corporation bill, one
to strike out the $500,000,000 and the
other to provide for the auditing of this
agency.

Mr. CASE. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from South Dakota.

Mr. CASE. Before the gentleman
starts his argument, may I make this
comment on the discussion which was
going on just before the gentleman took
the floor. It seems to me that the funda-
mental fallacy in a great deal of the dis-
cussion about the relative advance of
wages and the cost of living since a date
in 1939 is that it overlooks the fact that
the base period at which they start was
at a time when there was not a proper
relationship between commodity prices
and wages, that wages had advanced
then far beyond prices of farm commod-
ities. A second fallacy is that we did
place a ceiling upon farm prices before
a ceiling was placed upon wages; conse-
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quently, during a period when wages were

free to advance commodity prices were
not free to advance.

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. In commenting
on the gentleman’s statement I simply
say that I think the New Deal has defi-
nitely decided to liquidate the farmer. I
am against that and think it would be
better to liquidate the New Deal.

No justification at all was shown for
the request of $500,000,000 additional
borrowing power before our committee.
When the discussion finally ended on
this $500,000,000, it took the form of,
“We had better put it in, anyhow.” So
there is no reason at all why we should
vote for this $500.,000,000, and there is no
reason why we should ask that the op-
erations of this agency should not be
placed under audit the same as other
agencies of the Government. Of course,
there are a lot of New Deal agencies that
are not subject to audit. A good many
of the 30-odd lending agencies are not
subject to audit.

I am wondering why it would not be a
good plan to put in a little amendment
in the bill which would provide for abol-
ishing the cost of living altogether. If
you can abolish a part of the cost of liv-
ing by subsidies, why can you not abolish
all of it? Why can you not do that?

It is said here on the floor that our
posterity will have to pay for this cost.
There is another cost involved in the sub-
sidy program for which this generation
will pay. We are going to pay for it in
regimentation, in being bossed around by
the bureaucrats. We are going to pay for
it with Gestapo tacties,

‘We are not going to escape the cost of
a program of this kind. A few moments
ago, one of the Members who spoke on
the floor said the matter of regulating
prices is a complicated process. To be
sure, it is complicated, and nothing
proves it any more than the state of af-
fairs which prevails in this House at the
present time. When the New Deal start-
ed out to control and regulate prices, as
it did as soon as it came into power, it
entered into a domain that meant trouble -
for this country.

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Not now. Leav-
ing out of consideration whether there
is or is not involved in new dealism a
deliberately concealed plan to destroy
the American form of government and
substitute for it a collectivist state, it is
unquestionably true that the main thing
that characterizes new dealism is sub-
sidization with taxpayers’ money of cer-
tain groups at the expense of other
groups.

Indeed, the very heart and soul of new
dealism is the exaction of funds from
one group of citizens and handing them
over to another group of citizens. One
trouble with this scheme is that the re-
ceiving groups never get as much as was
extracted from the giving groups. The
difference goes to the administrators of
the scheme, and, except for this one little
element in the New Deal, there probably
would not be any New Deal.

Mr. Chairman, examine the thirty-odd
New Deal lending agencies—the Thomas
inflation amendment, the joint resolu=
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tion of June 5, 1933, the Gold Reserve Act
of 1934, the Silver Purchase acts, the Ag-
ricultural Adjustment Act, the Commod-
ity Credit Corporation acts, and so forth,
and see if it will not be found that the
prineipal effect of the operations of each
o~ these acts is the transference of prop-
erty from one arbitrarily designated
class to another arbitrarily designated
class. Was not this the stated purpose
of some of the main New Deal pro-
grams? Did not Senator Thomas boldly
state that the gold devaluation clause
would have the effect of redistributing
$200,000,000 worth of the Nation’s
property?

Look at the New Deal laws pertaining
to agriculture. Excepting that part of
this program which has to do with re-
stricting crop production and the regi-
menting of farmers, there is little else
that these acts accomplish but what
ultimately amounts to the paying of
subsidies.

All agriculture support prices, parity
payments, as well as soil conservation
payments, resolve themselves ultimately
into Federal subsidies. This is no fault
of the farmers. The fact is the farmers
never asked for any benefit payments
and never wanted any. They always
wanted their prices made in the market,
not at Washington. The only reason
they took any payments was because the
New Deal failed to provide the condi-
tions which would have permitted them
to receive a fair and honest price in the
market, and because they had to pay a
part of the payments themselves in
taxes. In the end, it amounts to the
farmers having been forced by the poli-
ticians and bureaucrats to take the pay-
ments,

The real rationale of New Deal

. philosophism is the promise to give
everybody something for nothing. As
long as the New Deal could resort to
deficit financing, charging its failures
and the effect of its nostrums to future
generations, things went along pretty
well. But it does seem that the New
Deal has now just about reached the
end stage of its utopian promises. If I
understand the avowed purpose of the
so-called roll-back program it is to
somehow make it possible for the con-
sumers of the Nation to get a part of
their living for nothing. Indeed, it ap-
pears to me there is something about
this price roll-back plan which holds out
a sort of hazy, potential promise of
abolishing the cost of living altogether.
If you can eliminate a part of this cost
of living with subsidies, why not elimi-
nate all of it with subsidies?

The New Deal never had but one cure
for every political affliction it thought
existed and for a lot that didn't exist—
namely, deficit financing.

Similia similibus curantur—like cures
like—so said the old physician Hahne-
mann. So taking its cue from this mis-
quoted old doctor, the New Deal seeks to
cure inflation with inflation.

Every dollar raised for the payment
of these subsidies will be Government
printed money which is the real inflation
that is causing undue rise in prices in
this country,
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In seeKing to cure inflation with subsi-
dies, the funds for which must be raised
by printing press money, we see the ulti-
mate ratio of new dealism.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 8 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. MorrisoN].

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, I think it might help us
to give some thought to what we can do
best for our country through legislative
enactment, and what can best be done
through the executive or administrative
branch of the Government for the peo-
ple. It seems fo me as a mew man
around here for a few weeks, that I have
discovered too much pressure from the
executive branch of the Government,
trying to tell the legislative branch what
to do, and I think we have been a little
bit too busy trying to see to it that the
executive branch of the Government
does things as we think they ought to be
done. I think each is independent, but
when discharging its duties our division
of powers should be respected. -

Now we talk about subsidies, and our
definitions of them and whether we are
opposed to them or not. Why, as a reg-
ular diet, we are opposed to all these
things we are having to do, in order to
prosecute this war successfully. I am
opposed to price fixing, but we know very
well that if we do not do it, we would be
in chaos and demoralization directly.
There are many things we have to do in
order to move wisely and orderly to the
victory ahead of us in this war.

Now, what is a subsidy? We usually
think of it as a gift to a particular group
at the expense of all the people, for their
private enrichment. There is not any
suggestion of such a subsidy here. We
are going to give this subsidy to those
who distribute to the people a staple
food. It will go to everybody alike, and
when we pay it we will pay it by a just
and uniform tax, designed to touch every
class alike.

I think we have been doing very well,
While I hate to disturb the happiness
that some people seem to enjoy in draw-
ing pictures of woe and destruction and
all that, it reminds me of the old fellow
I heard of who met an old friend and he
asked him how his wife was. “Well,” he
said, “she has been enjoying bad health
for several months, but right recently
she has been complaining of being a good
deal better than she was.”

Now we are harvesting the crop. We
have come up to now in triumph over
all our difficulties to a degree that is
amazing and difficult to understand.
Now we are gathering the oats. We are
gathering the barley. We are gathering
the wheat. Corn is just ahead of us, but
the other cereal grains that we are gath-
ering will do much to weaken the pres-
sure of our corn. We are doing very
well. Now we have under consideration
whether we will tie the executive or ad-
ministrative branch of the Government
in a statute, foreseeing in our greater
wisdom all the twists and turns that may
take place in the future. I submit that

‘the heads of these great departments in
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patriotism, in wisdom, and in experience
are our peers, and that in the very na-
ture of this business they can do a much
more successful job if we give them the
resources and let them understand that
we want to keep prices down; not only to
prevent inflation, but to prevent the poor
people of this country from starving to~
death on account of high prices which
they cannot pay,

The great abundance of money in the
country does not reach everybody. It is
in the hands of a few groups. Millions
of our people are making no more than
they were making before this war started,
and they are bearing all of its difficulties.
We are forgetting them in our zeal to
smite some group somewhere that is
making a little more money than they
ought to have. Oh, you cannot argue
against success, as old Bob Burdetfe said.
As such things go, we have succeeded up
to now. We have helped feed our allies.
We have kept our people and our country
healthy and well fed. Today we have
more foodstuffs than ever before in the
history of this land; and under a leader-
ship that has made mistakes—and God
knows I get as mad with them as my
friend Dirksen ever dared to get—but
on the whole they are winning in this
fight, and I urge all those who hear me
not to become partisan or factional. This
benefit, if it is a benefit, will go to all the
people of the land. It goes to no special
group. It will be paid back by all the
people in the land.

Mr. CASE. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina. I
would like to, but I have been trying to
make a speech on this subject ever since
I have been here and I have been able to
get but a few minutes to do it and my
time has almost expired now.

Yes; you say we have got to stop in-
flation. Inflation is a Hydra-headed
monster. We have to fight it in many
ways. But up to this time, while nof
completely successful, I dare say in all
the history of the world, greater success
in our fight against inflation was never
made anywhere. The battle goes well.
If we can keep keep partisanship out of
this business—one of my friends when
I was speaking the other day threw a
political rock at me and I threw two back
at him, and I have been ashamed of it
ever since. This is no time for party.
This is no time for class feeling. This is
no time for sectional feeling. We must
win this war. The armies that are carry-
ing our flag to victory are not made up
of party people. They do not know any-
thing about that. They are not made
up of city people. They are not made up
of country people. They are made up of
every class. Let us legislate and let the
executive officers execute our will, ex-
pressed in broad statute, with resources
behind those statutes to put them into
effect.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HowerLl,

Mr. HOWELL. Mr. Chairman, judg-
ing from expressions of sentiment re-
ceived by Members of Congress from all



sections of the Nation, the American
people generally are opposed to further
extension of subsidies by the Federal
Government as & means to roll back

" prices.

As a Member of Congress, represent-
ing the Twenty-first Illinois District,
which is one of the best farm areas in
the United States, I am firm in my opin-
ion that there is no substitute for a fair
price to the farmer in the market place,
and, consequently, I am opposed to sub-
sidies in any form.

Subsidies will cause heavier expendi-
ture of public funds, and, therefore, in
the final analysis will not only increase
the tax burden of the farmers, them-
selves, but will contribute to the inflation
spiral, thereby defeating their own pur-
pose. At the same time, subsidies will
offer another excuse for the extension of
more bureaucratic controls over the eco-
nomie life of our country.

In this connection, it is interesting to
note that the Midwest farm bureaus of
the American Farm Bureau Federation,
at a conference in Chicago on June 23,
adopted a resolution which charged the
subsidy and roll-back on foods pro-
posed by the administration as a “subter-
fuge for increasing wages and other con-
f.umer incomes already at infiationary
evels.” :

Continuing, the resolution said:
T

The subsidy program—

will be expensive to administer, benefits will
be small in proportion to total cost, it will
continue the already existing ruinous con-
fusion, it contributes to rather than contrels
inflation, it will decrease rather than in-
crease both agricultural and industrial pro=
duction, it will impose further regimenta=
tion of production and distribution, and will
aggravate our post-war price and income
problem.

For these and other equally important rea-
sons, this conference of Midwest farm bu-
reaus, representing 12 States and 300,000
members, respectfully petitions our Federal
administrative authorities to cease their ef-
fort to inflict this program upon us. We
call upon our Congress to enact legislation
which will prevent any general continuance
or revival of this fll-advised experiment.

In the past few days, I have been the
recipient of numerous telegrams, letters,
and long-distance telephone calls from
businessmen, farmers, and taxpayers
urging me to oppose the subsidy pro-
gram. I would like to quote several of
them.

Mr. Joseph E. Boyd, of Taylorville, Iil.,
as chairman of the Christian County
War Board, telegraphed me as follows:

Farmers in this territory oppose roll-back
in food prices to supply cheap food when
workers are receiving wages sufficient to pay
JIair prices. Strongly urge you to oppose any
legisiation to roll back prices on farm prod-
ucts. Drop in cattle and hog prices at all
markets is very discouraging to producers
of livestock at a time encouragement is
needed most,

The First Trust and Savings Bank, of
Taylorville, Ill., telegraphed me as fol-
lows:

It is our information that you are oppos-
ing the administration program to roll back
food prices by the subsidy method. We are
experiencing the competition of Government
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subsidized credit agencies originally designed
for an emergency now expanding and sollicit-
ing good credit risks at a time when ail bank-
ing institutions have an excess of idle funds.
It is our observation that once a subsidy
bureau is established it is seldom abolished.
We commend you on your opposition to this
subsidy.

Mr. D, L. Clarke, Springfield, Ill., presi-
dent of the Sangamon County Farm
Bureau, wires as follows:

Urge your active opposition to roll back
of food and agricultural products sponsored
by administration and labor leaders. We be-
lieve burden will fall on farmers and tax-
payers and, probably more important, that it
will serlously interfere with food production
program. Also believe there is no stopping
place on the eubsidy program once started.

Mr. Claude W. Mitchell, Springfield,
Ill,, secretary of the American Berkshire
Association and editor of the Berkshire
News, wired as follows:

The gentiments we have received from our
members and readers in Illinois indicate they
are unalterably opposed to subsidies. We
believe their reactions accurately reflect the
sentiments of all those connected with agri-
culture in this State. Therefore, we appeal
to you to stand by your guns and vote for
the Woleott amendment. Please convey
these sentiments to your colleagues. This is
a fundamental fight.

In addition, I have recelv\ecl many more
telegrams, which in essence state as fol-
lows:

Urge you oppose food price roll back and
subsidy program.

Meat subsidies will curtail the production
of livestock to a great extemt.

Urge your strong opposition to roll back of
food prices.

Be sure and oppose food price roll-back
Pprogrem,

We believe roll-back and subsidy program
will injure livestock production and the
whole Nation. We are depending on you
to protect the livestock producers’ interest
at this critical time.

The roll-back price bill and subsidies on
farm products would mean higher taxes on
everyone. Urge you oppose.

Urge your opposition to roll back of food
and agricultural prices being pushed by
administration.

Urge you oppose farm price roll-back pro-
gram.and subsidy program which we helieve
will seriously affect food-production program,

The roll-back bill and subsidies on farm
products would add untold millions to the
taxpayer's burden. If our laboring class ean't
pay their way now, God pity us if we should
ever have a depression and subgsidy to pay
on top of it. I urge you to oppose these
measures.

Government programs relative food price
roll back and corn opposed by all agricul-
tural people here. Urge your active oppo-
gition to administration-sponsored programs.

This resolution and these telegrams
sum up accurately and effectively the at-
titude of the great Farm Belt of the Mid-
dle West with reference to the subsidy
program. I would, however, like to add
one additional thought, and that is that
the cost of administering a subsidy pro-
gram as suggested would run at least
$50,000,000 a year. This would mean, of
course, additional auditing and book-
keeping, to say nothing of the inevitable
increase in pay-rollers in bureaus in
Washington and in the field offices.

The American people have learned
enough lessons from their dealings with
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the Office of Price Administration and
other Federal bureaus to want to avoid
any further involvement in red tape. I
appreciate the position they have taken
and I recognize their desire to protect
and maintain the American system of
free enterprise, in which I heartily con-
cur,

Among those individuals in the Twen-
ty-first Illinois Congressional District
and vicinity who have expressed opposi-
tion to the subsidy and roll-back program
have been:

Mr. Alvin Marten, Alexander, IIl.; Mr.
S. J. Snell, Auburn, Il.; Mr. F. E. Morris
and Mr. Robert Garvey, both of Buffalo,
IlL.; Mr. J. H. Schumacher, Beardstown,
Iil.; Mr. H. Melville Schultz, Mr. Gilbert
H. Kasten, Mr. Steve Marko, Mr. Harvey
Bloome, Mr. John EKaburick, Mr. G. O.
Morehead, Mr. Cecil Denby, Mr. Henry
Lehmann, Mr, A, G. Schoeneman, Mr,
J. S. Hounsley, Mr. W. C. Wohlert, Mr.
William Thomas, Mr. Otto Harms, Mr,
Arthur Stadler, and Mr. Joe Eaburick, all
of Carlinville, I11.; Mr. John P. Stout, Mr,
J. C. Quisenberry, Mr. John Woodside,
and Mr. George Theilen, all of Chatham,
Ill.; Mr. Floyd Lewis, Curran, Ill.; Mr.
H. C. Irwin, Mr. Frank Reller, and Mr,
Gerald M. Waters, all of Edinburg, IIL:
Mr, A. N. Carpenter, Franklin, Ill.; Mr,
T. H. Lloyd and Mr, Elmer H. Kessinger,
both of Girard, Ill.; Mr. Eugene Pfeifer,
Kenney, IIl.; Mr. H. E. Pickrell, Lanes-
ville, Ill.; Mr, Sam Sparks, Jr., Lincoln,
Ill.; Mr. Fred Kloppe, Loami, Iil.; Mr.
Evan Taylor and Mr. W. M. Goff, both
of New Berlin, Ill.

Mr. Meade McWilliams, Pawnee, IIl.;
Mr. J. Kennedy Kineaid and Mr. C. C.
Stier, both of Petersburg, Ill.; Mr. Scott
Irwin, Mr. T. D. Irwin, Mr. Emery Pur-
vines, Mr. William B. Miles, Mr. H. H,
Muncey, Mr. Walter Nottingham, and
Mr. Kenneth Stringfield, all of Pleasant
Plains, IIl.; Mr. A. R. Booth, Mr, George
Gunnett, Mr. J. Ward Hopwood, Mr. Al-
fred Odiorne, and Mr, Carl F. Ostermeier,
all of Springfield, Ill.; Mr. B. H. Wage-
holf, Mr. J. A. Donner, Mr. Carl Reincke,
and Mr. Maurice Parrett, all of Taylor-
ville, Ill.; Mr, George M. Miller, Virden,
Il.; Mr. Elmer Reichert, Virginia, Tll.:
Mr. R. C. Downing, Waverly, I1l.; and Mr;
John T, Cooper and Mr. Milton E. Jones,
both of Williamsville, Ill. -

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Oregon [Mr. AnGELL],
OLD-AGE SECURITY—FREEDOM FROM WANT AND

HAUNTING FEAR

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Chairman, while
we are discussing wages, roll-backs, sub-
sidies, and the cost of living, and before
we take a recess we should also consider
an increased allowance to our old folks
so they may keep body and soul together.
Mr, Chairman, I am sure no one will
question the need for the Congress to
recess during these hot summer weeks.
As shown by the weather records, Wash-
ington this summer has experienced the
hottest June since these records were
kept. While congressional offices and
the House and Senate Chambers are air-
conditioned, the contrast between these
air-conditioned buildings and the rest
of Washington during this extreme sum-
mer heat not only is a severe handicap



1943

to the orderly transaction of business
here in the Capital, but slows down ma-
terially the efficient work of the Con-
gress. .

For almost 4 years there has been no
opportunity for an extended cessation of
congressional work so that Members
might return to their districts, not only
for a needed rest but also to acquaint
themselves with the problems of their
respective districts and confer with their
constituency upon the momentous prob-
lems which are facing us during this
critical time. However, Mr. Chairman,
while I feel the need of returning to my
district for all of these reasons, not hav-
ing had an opportunity to be home but
for a few weeks during the last 2 years,
I feel that it is more important to clear
the legislative calendar before a recess is
had so that all important legislation
which in any way will help in the prose-
cution and the winning of the war will
be disposed of. We must also provide
for the reconvening of the Congress im-
mediately if necessity requires.

We should before recessing make some
provision for increased allowances to
our elderly citizens under the old-age
security or pension program. We should
at least before recessing make tempo-

rary provision for our elderly citizens by .

increasing their monthly allowances to
cover increased living costs under war
conditions until the Congress enacts a
permanent old-age security program
giving to our elderly people participating
therein sufficient monthly remuneration
to permit them to live in decency and
health. It would be a mistake, Mr.
Chairman, for Congress to recess before
providing for these much-needed in-
creases as a war emergency.

The Bureau of Labor Stafistics re-
cently reported that city workers now
pay 21.1 percent more for cost of living
than they did in January of 1841. Food
prices show the sharpest rise, averag-
ing 46 percent above those of 1941. The
cost of various services required for liv-
ing, especially medical care and other
personal services, show the next highest
increase., The millions of elderly men
and women who are on fixed monthly
pension incomes are required to meet
these high costs of living from their
meager allowances which have not been
increased. The seventh annual report
of the Social Security Board shows the
average old-age assistance to be $21.83
a month., These payments have re-
mained stationary, with the exception
of small increases in certain States,
throughout* the war period, notwith-
standing the increased cost of living.

1 attended a conference recently of a
number of House Members where we
discussed the pros and cons for giving
early consideration to all pension legis-
lation. We took this subject up per-
sonally with every member of the Ways
and Means Committee urging them to
grant a hearing on all pension legisla-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I am sure that the
Ways and Means Committee will aceede
to our request and appoint a subcom-
mittee to hold hearings on old-age se-
curity and pension legislation pending
in the Congress. This will be a recog-
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nition of the necessity of a thorough
study and investigation of old-age se-
curity and pensions and the enactment
of legislation which will deal adequately
with our elderly people and which will
provide a sufficient income so that these
old folks may maintain themselves in
decency and health during the few re-
maining years of their lives.

Mr. Chairman, in seeking a solution
of the old-age pension problem there are
two objectives: First, providing ade-
quately for the aged; and, secondly,

maintaining our national economy unim-

paired. In approaching this problem it

is essential to consider the number of

persons falling within the age limits of

60 years and over. I call attention to

the following table giving this data:

Means of support of persons 60 years of age
and over, 1941

Percent-
Number | age dis-
tribution
Total number of persons
in the United States....| 13, 900, 000 100.0
A, Belf-dependent. oo cmeranas 6, 264, 000 451
By reason of:
1. Current earnings..| 2 700,000 | aeeeeeeen
2. Bavings, real es-
tau:, or securi-
_____________ 2,825,000 |- -cscaies
3 Federal Btate
and _munici pai
pensions or in-
suranee pay-
___________ T08, 000 |oueasanana
- Indu.striai and
other private
pensions________ 0008 o ias
5, Insurance annui-
- el S b2 N T —
6. Other resources... 50003 S50 o
B. Dependent 7, 636, 000 5.0
1, Supported wholly or
partially by public
or 'pri\ ate social
agenclesii - 2, 686, 000 215
2. Da denr. on . chil-
ren, other relatives
(mcludma spouse in
some [nstances), and
friends (wholly or
almost wholly)...... 4, 650, 000 3.4

Source: Marjorie Shearon, data submitted at hearings
before the Bpecial Committee to Investigete the Old-
Age Pension Bystem; U. 8. S8enate, 77th Cong., 1st sess,,
1641, p. 215, revised as of Nov. 30, 1841, to include data
from 1940 Census.

According to this compilation, while
there are 13,900,000 persons in the United
States 60 years of age and over, there are
7,636,000, or 54.9 percent, who are sup-
ported wholly or partially by public or
private social agencies, or are dependent
on children or other relatives and friends
wholly for their support. Furthermore,
there is a considerable group of approxi-
mately a million persons classified as
self-dependents who derive their support
in whole or in part from pensions of vari-
ous sorts. It follows from an examina-
tion of these and other statistics show-
ing the means of support of persons 60
years of age or over, that the major por-
tion of the group are now being sup-
ported by society or relatives or friends.

Dr. Marjorie Shearon, in her studies,
concludes that of all persons 60 years of
age and over, four-fifths get less than a
minimum for decency and health,

Dr, Shearon is an outstanding social-
science analyst with extensive experience
in the United States Public Health Serv-
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ice. She was formerly on the staff of the
Sceial Security Beard and prepared the
econcmic brief for the defense of the
Social Security Act in 1937. Her experi-
ence qualifies her to speak with authority
on this' subject. In considering this
problem the marital status of the per-
sons involved is desirable. The follow-
ing table gives this information:

Estimated marital status of persons 60 and
over, Jan. 1, 1940

Marital status Total Male Female
LT i e 13, 200,000 | 6, 600, 000 | 6, 600, 000
Unmarried. «caoaanas| 5, 800,000 | 2,100, 000 | 3, 800, 000
Married. .- 7,300,000 | 4, 500,000 | 2, 800, 000
Bpouse under 60| 2,100,000 | 1,800, 000 200, 000
Bpouseover60.._| 5, 200,000 | 2,600,000 | 2,600,000

Source: Estimate by Robert J. Myers, of the Social
Becurity Board, memo dated Feb. 14, 1939,

MONTHLY MINIMUM FOR DECENCY AND HEALTH

What is the amount required for a
minimum for decency and health of the
persons. falling within the provisions of
the proposed law? It has been deter-
mined by a number of investigators con-
sidering this subject that a minimum re-
gquirement for a couple over 60 years of
age is $85 per month. This is the amount
arrived at by Dr. Shearon in her analysis
of the problem, as shown by the follow=
ifg table, and I understand is the mini-
mum reguirement given by the National
Resources Planning Board in its release
Family Expenditures in the United
States, table 66, of June 1941:

Monthly minimum for decency and health,
Jor a couple over 60

Food e e £30
Shelter S T e a5
L8110 T I S T R P e 6
Transportation — e e 5
T et L g e e o S - D 3
T d5 e T S S 6

Total per month_ . oo 85

Source: Dr. Marjorie Shearon, social science
analyst, National Resources Planning Board,
Family Expenditures in the U. 8. (table 68),
June 1941.

It should be noted that these minimum
requirements are based on pre-war con-
ditions, which should now be substan-
tially increased.to meet war increases.

It.is of interest to note in this connec-

tion that the recent Gallup poll on old-
age pensions shows that the American
public in response to the question, “What
do you think is the smallest income per
month that a couple over 60 years of
age needs for a decent living in your
community?” answered, $73. This is
arrived at by averaging the answers
throughout the United States. The
South obviously was considerably lower,
namely, $59. The West Central States
gave a similar sum as the South. The
West and the New England and East
Central States gave the higher sums of
$74 and $78. The following shows the
results of the poll by geographical sec=-
tions:

I o i s s e A s S it s $78
West Central e 59
East Central. - T T4
T S e R e R S 78
South = # 59
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This poll shows that 91 percent favor
Government old-age pensions and the
majority approved lowering the age to
qualify to 60 years.

The American Institute of Public Opin-
ion’ released the following survey, show-
ing that 4 out of every 10 families in the
United States lack sufficient purchasing
power to provide proper food:

The fact that nearly one-half of all young
men called up by the draft are rejected or
deferred from full military service because
of physical defects raises the question of
just how fit the American people are.
Shocked by the high ratio of physical de-
fects among draft registrants, President
Roosevelt has sald that national health is
one of the most pressing domestic problems
facing the country today.

Since medical authorities trace a definite
relationship between dlet and physical fit-
ness, the institute has conducted a survey
among American families to determine how
many belleve their health suffers for lack of
money to buy healthful foods. The results
reveal three disturbing facts:

1. Throughout the Nation as a whole, ap-
proximately 4 out of every 10 families, or a
total of about 12,000,000 families—say the
health of their families is suffering because
of insufficient money for proper food.

2. That situation shows virtually no im-
provement over a year ago, despite the in-
crease in national income. In a similar sur-
vey in December 1940, 40 percent of all fam-
iltes reported lack of money for food neces-
sary for the highest healthr standards, while
today the proportion is 38 percent.

3. The situation in the lower-income levels
of the population—families earning less than
$25 to 830 a week—is particularly acute, Of
all families below .that level, 57 percent are
conscious of diet deficiencies impairing their
health. g

The following question was put to a care-

.fully selected sample of adults throughout
the Nation:

“Would the health of your family be better
if you had more money to spend on food?"

Year

Today ago

Health would be better.....percent_ 39 40
Health would be no better._____ do_. 61 60

The results in the income groups under
$25 to $30 a week are as follows:

’ Percent
Health would be better . omeoeeeeeen 57
Health would be no better_ oo . 43

The Institute survey asked next:

“If you had more money, what foods would
you spend it on?”

Following is the list of foods which those
families who say their health suffers from
lack of money would buy if they had more
money:

Fmﬂ!ug

earning be-

National low $25 to

$30 a week

Meat, with beef mentioned | Pereent Percent

e I S 45 46
Vegetables, with small
number mentioning pota-

e S R a3 ]
Dairy products, with 3%
mentioning milk and the

33 M

80 30

b 5

2 2

£2 22

8 T

Some persons pamed more than 1 item, hence the
total is more than 100 percent.

These sfartling facts were all based on
pre-war conditions.
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A study made of the income of the
United States during 1935 and 1936 by
the Government discloses these startling
facts with reference to our national con-
suming power and the deplorable eco-
nomic condition of our people; 4,000,000
families, or 14 percent, had an average
income of $312 a year; 8,000,000, or 275
percent, had an average income of $758;
and 7,000,000 families, or 23 percent, had
an income of $1,224. Two-thirds of our
families had an average income of only
$826 a year, or $69 a month, for an en-
tire family. This survey was made by
the Bureau of Labor Statistics and the
Bureau of Home Economics, with the
collaboration of the National Resources
Committee, covering incomes in the
United States during 1935-36.. These
disclosures show not only a lack of pur-
chasing power but underconsumption so
critical as to threaten the health and wel-

fare of a large portion of our nopulation.,

The American family is still the keystone
of American democracy when the war
ends,
dure we must preserve at all costs the
economic and social security and inde-
pendence of the American family. If
it falls, the whole structure falls, This
study further shows that in the lowest
income families 14 percent received only
6 percent of the food, and 42 percent of
the families received only 26 percent of
the food. The low-income group spent
approximately a dollar a week per person
for food—about 5 cents a meal—whereas
the families receiving $100 a month spent
more than twice as much, or $2.18 per
person a week for food.

If families in the age groups partici-
pating in industry are unable properly to
provide food for their own families they
cannot be expected to furnish mainte-
nance for their elders who are denied the
opportunity to receive any income. If

these workers are in such a plight, what "

may we expect the condition of the un-
employed over 60 years of age to be?

AMERICA'S GOAL HAS BEEN MAXIMUM OF PRO~
DUCTION WITH MINIMUM OF EMPLOYMENT

Mr. Chairman, we in America are
proud of our achievements in the de-
velopment of our productive enterprise
and the processes perfected under mass
machine production which enable us to
produce the essentials necessary for the
maint_nance of our people on a scale
of living never obtained by any other
organized sociely. By the development
of technological processes and mass ma-

“chine production we not only are able to

provide for the needs of all of our
people, but we can do so and are doing
so with the utilization of only a por-
tion of our population who are able
and willing to work in preductive ac-
tivities. It is reported that produc-
tion in 1939 approximately equaled
that of 1929, but 1,000,000 less workers
were employed in industry. The United
Mine Workers of America recently re-
ported that within a 5-year period 25,000
men and women were released frem the
steel industry elone, due to improved
methods and labor-saving devices requir-
ing less employees, and that much
larger numbers would thereafter be re-
leased by the adoption of improved

If the American way is to en-.

fications.
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labor-saving machinery., I am informed
that 19 men in the automobile indus-
try are now making the same number of
blocks that were made by €50 men 10
years ago.

Recently I inspected the Grand Coulee
reclamation and hydroelectric power
project in the State of Washington. This
is the greatest man-made structure ever
conceived and built, When completed it
will be three times the size of the Egyp-
tian pyramids which 360,000 slaves took
20 years to build. The immense con-
crete dam constructed across the Co-
lumbia River, the second largest river in
the United States, is now completed.
It will provide 1,980,000 kilowatt-hours
of electrical energy and water for re-
claiming 1,200,000 acres of land. The
sand and gravel going into the dam is.
taken from the hills several miles distant
by huge electric shovels. The material is
removed by mechanical belt conveyors
to the sizing and washing plants, and
from there to the storage bins. One man
in the control tower by means of me=
chanical devices transfers the sand, four
sizes of gravel cement, and water to the
mixing bins which are weighed auto-
matically in correct proportions to form
the concrete pursuant to Federal speci-
The concrete mixture is then
carried by machines to the dam where
huge cranes mechanically dump it into
the structure. Through the perfected
machines and mechanical devices used
in this process, one man is able to do the
work which without the machines would
require 500 or more laborers. This is a
typical example of what is taking place
throughout industrial America today.

As a result of our ingenuity and ac-
complishments in adapting scientific
processes and power machinery for mass
production, our workers have not only
been able to produce a much greater vol-
ume and variety of goods than heretofore
to provide food, clothing, and shelter, as
well as a higher standard of living for
our people, but in the process we have
eliminated a large segment of our popu-
lation from participation in the proc-
esses. As a result, and due to other con-
tributing factors, from 1929 to the begin-
ning of our national defense program,
some 10,000,000 or more of our workers
were unable to find employment in pro-
ductive enterprise, and even now with
the increased demand for manpower in
war production, we still have unemployed
workers. These calculations in the main
do not take into consideration that larger
group of unemployed who are 60 years of
age or over, most of whom are denied the
right to participate in productive en-
terprise. It is interesting to note that
the United States census for 1890 shows
that at that time 75 percent of all our
people over 65 years of age were gain-
fully employed. At the present time, as
I have already pointed out, 80 percent of
our citizens 60 years of age or over are
unable to obtain the minimum for de-
cency and health.

The science of production has sub-
merged the science of distribution. The

" very achievement of our goal, maximum

of production with minimum of employ-
ment, has undermined our economy by
reason of our failure to provide that dis-
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tribution shall keep pace with produc-
tion. Production has filled our stores,
our granaries, our warehouses with
foods, clothing, and other necessities of
life, but in so doing has robbed the cus-
tomers of the power to purchase. As a
result, before the war we have had the
spectacle of our Government buying up
huge quantities of the necessities of life
or paying the farmers and producers to
destroy them, or not to produce them,
at the same time millions of our people
lacked food and clothing to maintain a
bare minimum of decency and health.

I call attention to an observation of the
United States Supreme Court in a deci-
sion written by the late Mr. Justice Car-
dozo—Helvering v. Davis (301 U. S. 619-
641) —which sheds much light upon this
distressing problem confronting us:

Spreading from State to State, unemploy-
ment is an ill not particular but general,
which may be checked, if Congress so de-
termines, by the resources of the Nation. If
this can have been doubtful until now, our
ruling today in the case of the Stewart Ma-
c¢hine Co., supra, has set the doubt at rest.
But the ill is all one, or at least not greatly
different, whether men are thrown out of
work because there is no longer work to do
or because the disabilities of age make them
incapable of doing it. Rescue becomes neces-
sary irrespective of the cause. The hope be-
hind this statute is to save men and women
from the rigors of.the poorhouse as well
as from the haunting fear that such a lot
awaits them when journey's end is near.

Congress did not improvise *a judgment
wheén it found that the award of old-age
benefits would be conducive to the general
welfare. The President's Committee of
Economic Security made an investigation and
report, aided by a research:staff of Govern-
ment officers and employees, and by an Ad-
visory . Council and seven other advisory
groups. Extensive hearings followed befcre
the House Committee on Ways and Means,
and the Senate Committee on Finance. A
great mass of evidence was brought together
supporting the policy which finds expression
in the act. Among the relevant facts are
these: The number of persons in the United
Btates 66 years of age or over is increasing
proportionately as well as absolutely. What
is even more important the number of such
persons unable to take care of themselves is
growing at a threatening.pace, More and
more our population is becoming urban and
industrial instead of rural and agricultural.
The evidence is impressive that among in-
dustrial workers the younger men and wo-
men are preferred over the older. In times
of retrenchment the older are commonly the
first to go, and even if retained, thelr wages
are likely to be lowered. The plight of men
and women at so low an age as 40 is hard,
almost hopeless, when they are driven to seek
far reemployment, Statistics are in the brief.
A few illustrations will be chosen from many
there collected. In 1930, out of 224 American
factories investigated, 71, or almost one-third,
had fixed maximum hiring age limits: in 4
plants the limit was under 40; in 41 it was
under 46. In the other 153 plants there were
no fixed 1imits, but in practice few were hired
if they were over 50 years of age. With the
loss of savings inevitable in pericds of idle-
ness, the fate of workers over 65, when thrown
out of work, is little less than desperate. A
recent study of the Social Security Board in-

- forms us that "one-fifth of the aged in the
United States were recelving old-age assist-
ance, emergency relief, institutional care, em-
ployment under the works program, or some
other form of aid from public or private
funds; two-fifths to one-half were dependent
on friends or relatives, one-eighth had some
income from earnings; and possibly one-sixth
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had some savings or property. Approximately
3 out of 4 persons 65 or over were probably
dependent wholly or partially on others for
support.” We summarize in the margin the
results of other studies by State and National
commissions. They point the same way.

The problem is plainly national in area and
dimensions. Moreover, laws of the separate
States cannot deal with it effectively. Con-
gress, at least, had & basls for that belief.
States and local governments are often lack-
ing in the resources that are necessary to
finance an adequate program of security for
the aged. This is brought out with a wealth
of illustration in recent studies of the prob-
lem. Apart from the failure of resources,
State and local governments are at times re-
luctant to increase so heavily the burden of
texatjon to be borne by their residents for
fear of placing themselves in a position of
economic ' disadvantage as compared with
neighbors or competitors. We have seen this
in our study of the problem of unemploy-
ment compensation (Steward Machine Co. v.
Davis, supra). A system of old-age pensions
has special dangers of its own, if put in force
in one State and rejected in another. The
existence of such a system is a bait to the
needy and dependent elsewhere, encourag-
ing them to migrate and seek a haven of re-
pose. Only a power that is national can
serve the interests of all.

Mr. Chairman, to summarize, in the
United States today, through the use of
the physical sciences and mechanical
arts, the major part of the goods and
services consumed are provided by scien-
tific processes and power machinery.
Our workers are able to produce a much
greater volume and variety of goods than
heretofore to provide food, clothing, and
shelter, as well as a higher standard of
life to our people. Our productive ca-
pacity per man has multiplied manyfold.
In supplanting handicrafts by scientific
processes and mechanical devices a mal-
adjustment has taken place in man-
power or labor, resulting in unemploy-
ment and loss in purchasing power. Be-
fore the war the loss of purchasing power
in the workers displaced threw the in-
dustrial machine out of balance. To re-
tain this balance, purchasing power
must be retained in the post-war period.
Fewer workers being required in produc-
tive enterprise to supply our wants, it
follows a portion of the body of workers
must be retired.

If any group must be retired to save
our industrial structure and the profit
system as well as our economy, it follows
those citizens 60 years of age and over,
four-fifths of whom are without means
to maintain themselves in decency and
health, should be retired. Their past
services entitle them to such recognition.
Our industrial system which is responsi-
ble for their plight should be charged
with the responsibility to provide the
purchasing power to meet their needs.

ELDER CITIZENS AND NATIONAL DEFENEE

Mr. Chairman, it has been suggested
that it is inopportune now to adopt and
put into effect a program providing for
adequate care for our elder citizens when
we are engaged in a world-wide war. I
concede that no new program should
be adopted which will limif or curtail our
productive activities in carrying forward
our war efforts unless absolutely neces-
sary. We will win a hollow victory if in
the winning we deprive four-fifths of our
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14,000,000 senior citizens of the means to
maintain themselves in decency and
health. However, at the outset, I feel
that the premise that this program will
not fit in with our war efforts is unten-
able. The contention has been made
that with the demand for manpower in
war production many of our citizens fall-
ing within the 60 years and over age
group will be absorbed in industrial em-
ployment. It is true that preliminary
studies already made disclose that some
of the men between 60 and 65 who are
skilled workmen who had been released
prior to the national defense program
owing to the demands for skilled work-
men, have been put to work. This reem-
ployment, however, is so small as com-
pared with the total number of approx-
imately 14,000,000 of the age under con-
sideration, that such relief is of minor
importance in finding a solution for the
whole problem. Furthermore, it is ob-
vious that the peak of such employment
of these older men has now been reached,
as the number available of such skilled
workmen has already been exhausted.
As the younger workers acquire the nec-
essary skill the older men will be relieved.

We should note also that the reem-
ployment of these elder citizens is limited
to a few definitely defined areas contigu-
ous to centers of defense production and
therefore affords no relief to the great
stretches of our territory reaching from
coast to coast where no defense activity
is in progress.

On the other hand, the relief granted
through a sound old-age annuity pro-
gram will be fairly uniformly distributed
throughout all areas of the United States
in proportion to population. It follows
that the major portion of these citizens
60 years of age or over will continue to re-
main unemployed and without a mini-
mum income for decency and health and
will continue to be an obligation resting
upon our national economy, regardless of
where the burden may be placed. If a
plan is to be adopted whereby this bur-
den resting upon our society is to be pro-
vided for by Federal enactment, pro-
viding minimums of support to all older
citizens regardless of State lines, financed
in full by the Federal Government, we
are in a better position under our na-
tional war economy to initiate it mow
than we have been since 1929.

Our national income will be this year
one hundred and forty billions due to our
war efforts. The Secretary of the Treas-
ury, Mr. Morgenthau, has, on several oc-
casions, informed Congress through its
committees that it is desirable to capture
through taxation or otherwise a larger
portion of this increased national income
in order to prevent inflation. If that is
true, it seems reasonable to assume that
a Federal tax such as proposed in the
Townsend program, or some comparable
tax formula, will meet the problem sug-
gested by the Secretary of the Treasury
and at the same time inaugurate a long
overdue program providing decent care
for those of our citizens who have been
discarded by industry. This indeed is
a most opportune time to initiate this
program. Furthermore, at a time when
we are bending every effort to free the
entire world of want and suffering and
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are pouring out billions of American dol-
lars to the four corners of the earth for
that purpose, we must not completely
ignore the 14,000,000 of our own elder
citizens who under our economy are de-
nied the right to work when able to do so
and are in dire need, while we are passing
out these billions to the unfortunate peo-
ples beyond the Americas. Let us not
overlook the folks at home, ill-clothed,
ill-housed, and ill-fed. I have voted for
these expenditures but I still believe
that charity begins at home. How-
ever, the obligation that we owe to
these elder citizens is not charity. It is
& social dividend which they have earned
through the years, by their sacrifices
and work in building this America as we
have it now to enjoy, and in preserving
our American way of life.

These facts demonstrate that Federal
legislation as proposed, providing a mini-
mum for decency and health for our citi-
zens over 60 years of age, does fit into
our war program, The great majority
of our senior citizens will neither profit
directly nor indirectly from this program,
Only a negligible number have been re-
employed. On the contrary, they will
Jose through the present increased cost
of living. The benefits of defense spend-
ing seem to be largely localized in less
than half of all the States. In contrast
the proportion of about one-tenth of the
population who would receive a pension
is very constant throughout the Nation.
The production demanded by our senior
citizens will be mostly food, shelter,
clothing, medical care. :

If we are to preserve the American way
of life and protect our own democracy
from disintegration and collapse, we
must find a solution for our unemploy-
ment problems as well as providing a
decent living for those of our citizens who
under our economy are unable to be pro-
vided with remunerative employment in
our system of production. The severest
indictment that has been lodged against
us is that while we are the richest and
most favored Nation on earth and while
we have developed the greatest and most
effective productive enterprise the world
has ever known for providing the neces-
sities of life—more than sufficient for
all—we have failed miserably to provide
a method by which the fruits of our in-
dustry may be shared equitably by all
groups of our people:

While it is true that the social-security
program was an approach to this prob-
lem, it has completely failed to bring
about a solution. Instead of preventing
infiation, it has only added thereto. It
has sucked out of industry huge blocks
of purchasing power and frozen it in
idleness, and has used the funds con-
tfributed for relief in meeting the ordi-
nary obligations of the Government., It
is now clearly demonstrated that these
taxes, while ostensibly being a tax upon
the wages of these annuitants and their
employers, are in practice passed on to
the general public as an additional
charge entering into the cost of the goods
produced. It follows that this tax bur-
den in the main rests upon the general
public, but the general public does not
have an opportunity to share in the an-
nuities paid therefrom. It is restricted
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to the few favored individuals coming
within the protection of the Social Se-
curity Act. Furthermore, the larger the
income of the annuitant through the
years the larger his monthly payment,
notwithstanding the fact that with the
larger income annuitants are in less need
than those receiving smaller incomes. It
reverses the needs test. Under it the less
the need the greater the annuity.

Mr. Chairman, in concluding my re-
marks, I present for consideration the
following brief summary of a report of
the voluntary nonpartisan committee of
the House on social security, old-age
pensions, and unemployment.

National recovery in the United Sfates
is entirely dependent upon an adequate
and sustained purchasing power in the
hands of the American people. If busi-
ness and industry are to be assured of
opportunity for the steady production of
goods, with reasonable profits, and if la-
bor is to be assured stable and sufficient
employment, with living wages, purchas-
ing power must keep pace with produc-
tion. Economic stability depends today
almost entirely upon the expansion of
demand. With adequate purchasing
power available, demand for commodities
and services will come naturally, and
this demand will force increased produc-
tion and in turn stabilize employment
and make more work available.

Annually about 15 to 20 percent of cur-
rently received income is neither spent
nor invested, but is saved. This means
that this amount is taken out of circu-
lation, reducing the volume of active pur-
chasing power and causing more unem-
ployment. The main question is, How,
under the eircumstances, are we going
to consume all we can produce? Part
of our people can produce enough for all
of the people. It is necessary that some
group be enabled to consume without
taking part in production. There are a
considerable number of persons in the
country who, through no fault of their
own, cannot take part in production. In
this age it is almost impossible for a man
to get a job after he reaches the age of
60. This group over 60 years of age, who
have toiled the longest, should not be
deprived of taking part in the consump-
tion of goods. They are the victims of
an industrial system for which they are
not responsible.

We owe a duty to our old folks and we
can perform this duty by establishing a
national annuity system on a pay-as-
you-go basis, drawing upon some of the
idle savings as means of financing it.
This plan would take care of all groups
that are American citizens over the age
of 60. They would be paid by the Fed-
eral Government an amount determined
by prorating the tax revenue derived
from the special taxes levied for this
purpose. The revenue will be derived
from a broad general tax plus taxes
which will operate to reduce the volume
of idle savings and make more funds
available for active consumer buying
power.

Probably the central reason for un-
employment today is failure of con-
sumer buying power to keep pace with
the production of goods and services,
If we are to have a full employment, it
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is necessary for production of goods to
be continuously balanced by an equiva-
lent flow of consumer demand.

Certain faets in recent experience
have important bearing on this question.
These facts are as follows:

First. Production tends to increase
faster than employment.

Second. Under modern  scientific
methods of production, part of the
people are able to produce enough for
all the people. .

Third. If, however, all the people do
not consume their reasonable share of
national production, inventories in-
crease, production must be reduced, and
even those currently employed will be
in danger of losing their jobs.

Fourth. In the closing months of 1939,
the Federal Reserve index of industrial
production stood at the highest figure on .
record and in the whole year 1939 the
production of goods and services equaled
that of 1929. This, however, was ac-
complished with the employment of
1,000,000 less people than were employed
in 1929. It was inevitable under these
circumstances for inventories to in-
crease and for production itself to be
curtailed so that today the index of pro-
duction is once again falling.

Fifth. Various methods have been em-
ployed to try to keep consumer demand
in line with production. Between 1822
and 1929 the consumers of the country
had contracted a debt of between $9,000,-
000,000 and $11,000,000,000 for purchases
which they had made on the installment
plan, That is, they had attempted to
purchase goods in an amount of $9,000,-
000,000 in excess of their incomes. This
could not go on and it was one of the
causes of the crash of 1929, It would
have come much sooner had it not been
for people buying goods beyond their in-
comes. They tried to stretch consumer
demand to equal production. It could
not be done.

Sixth, Wefind that persons 60 years of
age and older, once they have become un-
employed, find it almost impossible to
get back to work again. There are vari-
ous factors which cause this, among them
those connected with industrial insur-
ance and retirement systems., It is a
fact, however, which must be taken prac-
tically into account,

Seventh. In various ways an attempt
has been made to bring about better ad-
justment between production and con-
sumer demand- by enabling certain
groups to consume even though they do
not take part in production. Relief, re-
tirement systems for Government em-
ployees, and certain categories of social
security are examples of this.

If it is necessary for some group in
society to be enabled to consume its
share of national production without
contributing to that production, then
obviously this group should be those peo-
ple who have worked the longest and
contributed most in the past to our na-
tional wealth and to the building up of
our very efficient productive machine,
This evidently indicates an old-age an-
nuity system, !

It is agreed by most economists that
the central cause of unemployment today
is that too large a proportion of our na-
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tional Income is saved and set aside in
idle pools of money which are neither
spent nor promptly invested by their
owners, This would indicate the impor-
tance not only of stimulating investment
but accomplishing a transfer of a portion
of the funds now held out of use in sur-
plus savings into the stream of active
consumer buying power. The best way to
do this is by a system of taxation on the
one hand, and the payment of old-age
annuities on the other. In our opinion,
such a measure would contribute as much
to a restoration of confidence as anything
that could be done. For all these reasons
we believe there should be a national
system of pensions established in this
country for those people who have passed
the age where they can reasonably be ex-
pected to secure employment in industry.
The particular features of such an old-
age annuity system, we believe, should be
as follows: |

First, It should be a pay-as-you-gosys-
tem. That is to say, all money collected
in taxes for the purpose of providing
such pensions should be promptly dis-
bursed to those eligible to receive it.

In the fiscal year 1940 both the un-
employment insurance system and the
old-age annuity system took money out of
circulation at a net rate of $50,000,000 a
month. That is, over the whole year
those two programs collected in tax
$1,200,000,000 more than they paid out in
benefits.

Furthermore, those population groups,
such as farmers, farm laborers, domestic
servants, and others who do not partici-
pate in any way in the benefits from
either the unemployment insurance or
old-age annuity systems, must constant-
ly pay a portion of the pay-roll taxes—
indirectly through higher prices—to
make possible the payments to the special
groups which are covered. Therefore,
our next point is:

Second. Pensions should be paid to all
American citizens over 60 years of age
who are retired from industry.

Third. There should be no difference

in the amount of payments made by the
Federal Government to people in differ-
ent States. The States may, of, course,
supplement Federal payments as they see
fit, but the basic pension system should
be a straight Federal system supported
by Federal taxes and with payments
made directly by the Federal Govern-
ment.

Fourth. The revenue for such a sys-
tem should be derived first from broad
general taxes whereby practically every-
one in the population will pay at least
a small amount to support this national
system of old-age security. Another por-
tion of the revenue should come from
such taxes as will operate to reduce the
volume of hoarded funds and to accom-
plish the necessary shift out of those
holdings into active consuming buying
power. The gross income tax is an ex-
ample of the first kind of tax, whereas,
income taxes, inheritance, estate, and
gift taxes are examples of the second
kind.

Fifth. The size of the pension should be
determined by prorating the tax revenue
derived from the special taxes levied for
this purpose among all those eligible to
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receive the pension. But the policy
should be to fix the tax rates at such a
point as to yield to each pension recipient
his proportionate share of the national
income.

Such a system as we have outlined
would avoid the complicated system of
bookkeeping now required both on the
part of the individual employers and on
the part of the Social Security Board it-
self. It would make possible elimination
of the pay-roll taxes and of the attempt
to maintain individual records on upward
of 40,000,000 workers. It would make
possible the inclusion of all occupational
groups of citizens, and it would bring to
an end the serious deflationary influence
of the current attempt to accumulate re-
serve funds.

Mr, Chairman, as stated in my open-

ing remarks, it is imperative that the
Congress take action immediately to pro-
vide temporary relief for our old people
by increasing their monthly allowances,
as a war emergency matter, owing to the
increased cost of living expenses which
they must meet out of their meager
monthly income from pensions. This
increase should be provided for before
we recess. My remarks, however, on a
permanent social security or old-age
program, have reference to a permanent
long-range program based on pre-war
conditions and fitted into our economy
in the post-war period.

We cannot overlook the fact that when
the war ends some 10 million servicemen
will be released from combat service and

“will be seeking civil employment and, in

addition, there will be 20 million or more

-turned out of war industries who will
 have to be absorbed by civil employment

in our industrial enterprises. We should
not add to this immense problem that
will face us by having the 10 million or
more elderly citizens still seeking em-
ployment and a sufficient monthly in-
come to maintain them in decency and
health,

Mr. Chairman, I plead that this im-
portant pension program be taken up by
the Congress at an early date and solved,
in order to save our old folks from want
and starvation.

Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr, Chairman; I
vield 10 minutes to the gentleman from
Illinois [Mr. DIRKSEN],

Mr, DIRKSEN. Mr, Chairman, most
of the discussion thus far has been de-
voted to the wisdom or unwisdom, the
necessity or lack of necessity for sub-
sidies. I presume no single argument on
this subject, for and against, will'be un-
stated after the debate is over. But in
my considered judgment there is a far
more fundamental issue before this Con-
gress today, and I presume upon a few
observations upon that fundamental
issue. That is the executive versus the
legislative.
tern that we have seen coming for some

* time.

It is going to plague us from here on
out, and I am frankly disturbed.

It is & question of whether the Presi-

dent is above the law or whether he is
amenable to the law. If there is no
authority for the action that has been
taken thus far by the officials of the
Office of Price Administration, directed

" doubtless been in vain.

It is just a part of the pat-
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by the President of the United States in
rolling back prices by means of subsidies,
then we are in the very unhappy and in
the very anomalous position of trying to
place a restriction upon the Chief Execu=
tive and his administrators when there is
no authority now under existing law for
what they have done. That is the un=
happy and paradoxical situation; that
really is the point I am drawing attention
to, and if it were left to me entirely I
would not validate the action that has
been taken thus far. If there is no
authority for subsidies in the first in-
stance, I would not validate them now
if it could be done by my vote. What is
happening is that we are simply storing
up for the one evil day that lies ahead, a
determination of the responsibilities
resting on the executive branch and the
legislative branch of the Government, a
question that is going forward year after
year.

The very fact that in the last 10 years
there have been 3,600 Executive orders
as against the 4,500 public laws passed
by the Congress is some indication of the
power that has been arrcgated to the
executive branch of the Government at
the expense of the legislative branch.

It is a part of a design that has re-
curred in the history of the Republic.
When Alexander Hamilton had in mind
some idea that he wanted to get over,
he wrote with that facile pen of his that
there must be a strong Executive.
When Woodrow Wilson was still in the
scholastic cloisters, 50 or more years ago,
he was writing about the necessity of
a strong Executive; and then pursued
that ideology, when he was in the White
House.

Theodore Roosevelt tried it on the
country when the Panama Canal was
still under construction, and again there
was conflict between Congress and the
President.

And today we have this same identic '
design that recurs in pattern of this
representative democracy, and there is
a fateful day ahead before we finally

- determine whether or not the ancient

and durable separation of power in gov-
ernment’ is going to be maintained,
whether the integrity of the lawmaking
branch will be preserved, and whether
the President will carefully follow the
law.

I was interested in the observation of
my good friend, the gentleman from
North Carolina [Mr. Morrison], be-

‘cause he started out on that thought. I

am interested in preserving the coor-

dinated government with its separate

branches, each one with its organic

powers, and if that is not done, then a

good many of our sacrifices will have

What shall it

profit us to gain freedom for the world

and lose constitutional government at -
home?

This is tragic business, and what I
have in mind is that here the funda-
mental issue is again presented today of
the Executive versus the legislative
branch, with the Chief Executive as-
suming an authority that does not exist,
and then compromising the position of
the Congress. That is the thing that is
happening today in this very question
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of subsidy. It is growing, day after day,
week after week, and month after
month, and we must deal with it sooner
or later.

I am interested in another thing. I
am wondering as we pursue this subsidy
route now whether we are seeing far
enough down the avenue of time fo see
the difficult position we are going to be
in later. It is so easy to put on a sub-
sidy, but do not forget that some day we
will be confronted with the problem of
taking it off, and then what? We will
meet consumer resistance to taking it
off; we will meet farmer resistance if we
tinker with prices; we will meet labor
resistance if we undertake to alter wages
and it is going to be a difficult thing to
remedy and to undo the work that may
be done this fell day by the Congress of
the United States if we embark upon a
subsidy plan.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. Let me continue for
Just a moment, and then I will yield.

I am interested for this reason: It will
be a part of the whole collective pattern;
it will be a part of the socializing pat-
tern, and when we get going pretty well
on that road, what will be our condition,
what will be our capacity for dealing
with the big problems of the Nation and
the world when the war is over?

We made great promises to the world,
but do we have the capacity to carry out
those promises? If is a matter of great
importance. It is so easy to talk about
the “four freedoms,” and to talk about
elevating the conditions of 400,000,000 or
500,000,000 peoples throughout the world,
but do the 130,000,000 people have the
capacity? They might. They might if
the very integrity of the Republic is
maintained, and it can be done only by a
great and a militant people that still live
under the banner of free enterprise, for
only out of that kind of government
would you get the faith, would you get
the vigor, would you get the power,
would you get the leadership to do the
job that we have assumed for the world.
A collective ideology cannot do it; a col-
lective philosophy cannot do it, and I am
wondering whether we do not, by the
route now proposed, destroy our own ca-
pacity to meet post-war problems when
finally that responsibility devolves upon
this Republic.

I now yield to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina.

Mr, MORRISON of North Carolina.
Would not this so-called subsidy we are
now immediately dealing with naturally
fall when price control falls?

Mr. DIRKSEN. My good friend, it will
fall only when the authors and finishers
of the subsidy philosophy fall, Mr. Hen-
derson said to the Banking and Currency
Committee that in his judgment there
would be price control after the war is
over. Mr, Tugwell said that the philoso-
phies existing before 1932 were just as
archaic as the ox cart and the windmill,

Dr. Hansen who advises the Federal
Reserve Board and the Bureau of the
Budget says that Congress will surrender
its powers over taxation and appropria-
tion and only indicate in broad lines the
direction that the Chief Executive shall
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pursue and leave to him the rest of the
chore. Adolf Berle has expressed a
like kind of philosophy, and they, my
good friend and brother in the faith, are
giving point to the administrative phi-
losophy of government today. So I say
to you that it will fall only if they let it
fall; but, thank God, there will be an-
other day for the people to speak and
there may be a possibility of taking them
out of office and saving the country he-
fore it is too late.

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield, :

Mr. MORRISON of North Carolina.
Let me say to the gentleman from Illinois
that the gentry to whom he refers we
will attend to in our party before the
gentleman even gets a chance fo do it,
and what we leave of them we are sure
he will take care of.

Mr. DIRESEN. I hope that will be
the case, but there has been this rising
tide of the new ideology that has been
moving faster and faster in all the days
that I have been privileged by my con-
stituency to be a part of this honorable
body, and sometimes I have despaired we
will ever undo the damage which has
been done.

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield.

Mr. RANDOLPH. 1 appreciate the
gentleman's yielding. Akin to what the
gentleman has stated, which disturbs me
and it must disturb the gentleman, is the
reasoning of Mr. Ickes and others in tak-
ing over the coal mines, the industry of
the country, under the impact of the war,
Is not that a further step towards sociali-
zation and corporate government?

Mr. DIRKESEN. That is true. I
thank my friend. You see, there is
something more to it than meets the
eye. We are dealing here ostensibly
with subsidies, but fundamentally we
are dealing with this greater problem
of the executive encroachment upon the
legislative branch of Government, and
the very hope of this country reposes in
this branch of Congress today.

Consider how many times Congress
has in one way and another spoken upon
the question of incentive and subsidy
payments and yet at this very moment,
notwithstanding the action of the Con-
gress, such subsidies are in effect.
Where is the authority for such action,
and if no authority exists, by what virtue
was such a program initiated? Can it be
that in. his capacity as Commander in
Chief of the Army and Navy, the Presi-
dent deems himself Commander in Chief
of the civilian population and the civilian
economy as well?

If the President can assume such
powers, without authority of law, what
shall we say of the future? He may find
himself at variance with the people and
with the Congress on matters of inter-
national concern, and will he then under-

take to ignore the clear intent of the -

people’s representatives and pursue his
own course?

If we continue to move forward into
that field of governmental philosophy
where governmental power is ultimate
and supreme and transcends the rights
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of the citizen as a free individual, speak-
ing through his legislative representa-
tives, what shall we say of our useful-
ness in the days ahead in dealing with
world problems? A nation wedded to
the collective idea in which the individual
is but an atom, and where incentive and
initiative are impaired, would find it dif-
ficult indeed to assume leadership for
the world. Freedom, free enterprise,
initiatiye, integrity, constitutional gov-
ernment must be maintained if we are
to exercise maximum usefulness in the
days to come and it cannot be done if
by subtle means or by bold action on
the part of the Executive powers are
assumed which are not authorized by
the lawmaking branch.

Such is the matter before us today,
and that is why we are confronted with
a problem far more fundamental than
the mere problem of subsidies.

Mr., STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland [Mr, Barowin].

Mr, BALDWIN of Maryland. Mr.
Chairman, as a member of the commit-
tee listening to the hearings on this bill, I
just want to take a minute or two to ex-
press my views about subsidies, and why
I feel some restrictive amendments should
be placed in this act to curb the use of
subsidies by the Commodity Credit Cor=
poration.

If you will turn to the hearings at page
23 you will find the statement of Mr.
Chester Davis. He said something in his
opening statement which, to my mind,
defeats every argument he advanced in
support of his request for subsidies. I
read the following from his statement:

Let me throw a few figures at you. Most
of you are familiar with them. The best
estimates I am able to obtain indicate that
the total of consumer income in the United
States In 1943, that s the sum of payments
to individuals, will aggregate about $140,000,«
000,000. The forecast for Individual taxes is
about $16,000,000,000. leaving disposable in-
come in the hands of the consumers of about
$124,000,000,000. At the existing price level,
with the supply of goods that we have on
hand, about $82.000,000,000 is about all we can
expend for consumer goods without having
a substantial rise in prices. And that leaves,
and on any estimate of this sort you have got
to be willing to take a billion dollarg or so
here or there because after all, they are esti-
mates; that leaves about $42,000,000,000 which
you might say is available for savings. And
under savings I would include insurance pay-
ments, normal payments, and reduction of
debts and what people are now investing in
Government bonds.

Saying that that type of savings is $25,000,~
000,000, that leaves $17,000,000,000 knocking
lcose in the economy, much of it in the pos-
session of people who want to spend it. Many
of them never had so much money to spend
before in their lives. That creates an infla-
tionary condition. That makes direct price
controls very difficult to handle. It seems to
me the answer to that is the answer that
should have been taken a long while ago, that
is by stiffer taxation and withholding at the
source and a much broader program of in-
vestment on the part of the people who have
this money in Government securities than we
have ever had In this country. That would
Iay a kind of foundation against which we
could brace curselves with price controls and
operating programs,

Mr. Davis in asking the committee to
give him another $1,000,000,000, to be
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used in subsidy payments, admitted in
his opening statement that the same
public that in his mind had $17,000,000,-
000 which-should be taken away from it,
should be given this extra $1,000,000,000
or $2,000.000,000. In support of his ar-
gument, he said we should borrow, or
tax the people further, to give them an-
other $2,000,000,000 too much money to
spend. This, to my mind, is no argu-
ment why we should allot funds to the
Commodity Credit Corporation for sub-
sidy payments.

Brought out in the committee, and
discussed very thoroughly, was the ques-
tion of how much money this subsidy
would save each person. They said on
the facts before the committee it could
not save the average person in America
over $10 a year, or approximately that.
Do you mean to tell me that anybody in
authority will try to convince the Amer-
ican people that a $10 subsidy to each
individual in the United States will stop
the cost of living from going beyond
the limit where it would be called infla-
tionary? To my mind we are not only
fooling ourselves, but we are trying to
fool the American people into believing
we are giving them something that we
are not. It is very easy for us here in
Congress to go home and tell our con-
stituents that we are giving them some-
thing; that today we have voted in Con-
gress to give them something; that is
easy to do. I have in my district two of
the largest industrial plants in the
United States, the Glenn L. Martin Co.
and the Bethlehem Steel Co. Over half
my district is in Baltimore city. I can
easily go to my people and tell them that
I voted this afternoon to give them a
subsidy, but I think this is no time, of
all times, for men in public life to try
and curry favor with their constituents
by offering them some incentive.

The Treasury of our country and the
financial stability of our country is of
more importance to me than to go back
home and tell my constituents that I
am trying to tax the people of the
United States to give them a hand-out;
and that is what this subsidy will mean,
because it is a subsidy to the consumer
and not the producer. Mr. Chairman,
we, especially we in public life from the
Executive down, in this war Congress, as
never before, should stand up and tell
the American people the facts and not
try to perpetuate ourselves in public
office upon some unsound program that
will catch the unthinking person and
possibly get votes by doing so. If there
ever was a time in America when men
should stand on principle and try to
lead their constituents and be honest
and truthful with them about the actual
conditions and facts of our Government,
it is today, because we not only are
struggling for the survival of our de-
mocracy, but what we do here in the
next year or two is going to go a long
way in molding the policy of our Gov-
ernment for the next generation.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may desire to the
gentleman from Nebraska [Mr, MILLER].
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Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr. Chair-
man, we are facing a most unusual situ-
ation in the country today.

We are witnessing a shortage of meat
all over the country and at a time when
we have a larger surplus of beef and
hogs than at any other time in the his-
tory of our country. In facing such a
situation one naturally asks why a
shortage of beef and pork in the case of
such g surplus? The answer is not too
simple but in making a careful analysis
one cannot help but come to conclusion
that the price-fixing regulations under
the administration which has caused
confusion, doubt, and apprehension as
to the future has caused the producers
and the packers of meat to become pan-
icky. They lack confidence in the admin-
istration. There is too much confusion.

It is most unusual, Mr, Chairman, that
the individuals in the administration
who have charge of the regulations rela-
tive to food, and this includes price-fix-
ing, rationing, and distribution, are not
in accord with each other. There is no
definite policy, no coordination of effort,
but misunderstanding and bickering
which have led to further confusion.

It is most unfortunate that many of
the men dealing with policy-forming po-
sitions have had so little actual experi-
ence in the fields which they are trying
to regulate.

The O. P. A. set up some advisory com-
mittees to consult with the leaders of
industry but I want to point out to this

_House and the country that although

these advisory committees who under-
stand the problems of food production
have been consulted their advice has
not been followed. Take the cattle in-
dustry-including the producers and the
packers. They have protested long, hard,
and in earnest that the roll-back of prices
and the subsidy program being consid-
ered was not workable. They have pro-
tested vigorously against the directives
and the program. Have they had any
results? Apparently not. It is hard to
understand why some of the economic
theorists and the impractical planners
have not taken the advice and the con-
sidered judgment of the men on the firing
line who are dealing intimately, closely,
and with great understanding with the
problems in the production of meat. Is
there anyone in this House, particularly
on the majority side, who can answer
that question? I would like to pose this
question to the majority leader. Why
has it been that the O. P. A has not
listened to the considered judgment of
the livestock producers and the packers
as it relates to meat? This is also true
of the butter producers and the men
dealing in the sale of coffee.

On June 1, 1943, I placed in the
Recorp the following:

Mr. Speaker, the people of the Fourth Dis-
trict of Nebraska are wrought up over this
latest scheme of price control proposed by
theoretically minded economists in the Office
of Price Administration known as. the roll-
hack of prices by means of subsidy payments.
Here are some of the expraasiona found in
the mall that is coming into my office:

“We believe that production will be fur-
ther curtalled and black markets increased.
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Government bureaus must listen to common
sense if they are to ward off starvation."

- subsidy programs will mean only
further Government control, will increase
black markets tremendously, will add mate«
rially to already much-confused conditions,
will tend to reduce production, and cost of
operation will be exorbitant and extrava-
gant.”

Stockmen wire:

SBubsidies are wrong in principle and roll=
back will be incentive to bootleg meat and
decreased production. Let's win the war and
quit messing things up.

These messages show that practical
people understand just what the subsidy
scheme implies and how it will fail in
practice. In the first place, if it does
reduce the price of meat and butter at
the retail store, the housewife who buys
it will pay in taxes not only the subsidy
but the cost of the huge organization
that will be set up to administer the
program. In this day, when everyhody
is going to pay taxes to the limit, there
can be no shifting to someone else. To-
day there is a black market in food be~
cause the consumer has the money and
is willing to pay a higher price in order
to get the food. By reducing the official
price of food with a subsidy the O, P. A,
is not going to be able to destroy the
black market nor is it going to be able
to reduce the actual price that people
will pay for food, if they get any at all,

These theoretical schemes, hatched in
the brains of impractical economists,
which disregard our whole established
plan of production and distribution,
serve only to disturb and upset those
who are having a hard enough job of
producing our food. These schemes
only serve to discourage the producers
and inevitably reduce the amount of
food produced. What I say about this is
borne out in the following statement I
received from 145 members of the Daw-
son County, Nebr., Feeders’ Association
this morning:

Government meddling has already taken
half the cattle out of our feed lots, and we
know that the proposed subsidy program
will further discourage cattle and hog feeders
in this territory.

Mr. Chairman, I ask you, What good
will it do to reduce prices if the scheme
employed reduces the production of food
itself? 3

These people are appealing to their
Representative in Congress for aid
against these schemes. The bureaus
that hatch them will not listen to them.
We are the elected representatives of the
people. They look to us for help against
the “planners” who have taken this land
of plenty almost to the point of where
it is a land of scarcity. It is high time,
Mr. Chairman, that this Congress serve
notice in a way that will be understood
that it is opposed to these schemes of
totalitarian economy. 2

I wrote a letter to Mr. James F. Byrnes,
Director of War Mobilization, and Pren-
tiss Brown, Director of the O. P. A, in
which I stated in part:

It is the considered judgment of the live-
stock producers and packcrs ihat a roll-back
program, as it will affect livestock and meat,
is very unwise. Such a move will add to the
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tape and rationing the livestock and meat
industry, which have heretofore had an un-
equal record of patriotic cooperation in our
national war effort. It will in the end not
only create chaos but encourage black mar-
kets and decrease the production of meat.

This was on June 1. The prediction
made at that time, I am sorry to say, has
come true, black markets are flourishing,
confusion is rampant. I further stated:

The entire food subsidy idea will cost the
taxpayers of this country billions of dollars
The citizen has more money to spend than
ever before and giving of subsidies to him
will add more millions of dollars to an already
ewollen and unmanaged purse.

I further stated:

That the giving of subsidies 1s an unwise
economic experiment designed to fool the
people. 1t 1s un-American and unnecessary.
Such a move will be an additional form of
inflation. It is entirely devoid of any merits.
It will be impossible to distribute subsidies
with any degree of equity among all the pro-
ducers and handlers of food.

I further stated:

That subsidies will act a8 a creeping, grasp-
ing narcotic which in the end will lull indus-
try to sleep and eventually paralyze and
stifle free enterprise,

I said in the same letter:
I presume the next move of your group, if
Congress refuses subsidies and I am sure they

will, will be to pass the roll-back to the
farmer.

That is what is happening, gentlemen;
the roll-back on the price of meat has
already been given to the farmers, and
now the administration proposes an ad-
ditional subsidy to the packer.

I asked Mr. Byrnes and Mr. Brown
for an answer which the public and my
people would understand, but to date I
have received no answer,

I am rather proud of the fact, Mr.
Chairman, that I was one of the first
men in this Congress to protest the giv-
ing of subsidies. For on May 10, page
4150, of the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, I

called the attention of this House and .

protested the statement of Price Admin-
istrator Prentiss Brown, in his radio talk,
wher*, he made his first announcement
that “the paying of subsidies would save
the housewife some money because the
Government would pay the difference.”
Mr. Chairman, subsidies for foods are a
political juggernaut. When once started
it never turns back. The paying of sub-
sidies for all food prices would add bil=-
lions of dollars in taxes to our national
debt. The administrative costs would be
tremendous. It would add thousands to
the Government pay rolls. The admin-
istration is not fooling the people. They
know eventually they must pay the biq:.
It is the desire of every man in this
Congress to do those things and take
those actions that will help win this war.
The production of food is most impor-
tant. Men cannot ficht on empty stom-
achs nor can the people at home wax fat
on directives from the administration.
There is no question now since the pro-
gram of subsidies was announced by Mr.
Brown on May 9 that it has resulted in
a scarcity of food, particularly meat.
Many packing houses have closed their
doors. The only ones operating, and
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they on a restricted basis, are the large
packing houses who are supplying meat
to the armed forces.

It seems that this Congress should
recognize that when an act of the admin-
istration is hindering the prosecution of

this war that the act should be imme- "

diately corrected.

Leaders of agriculture have appealed
to the administration for more than a
year, pointing out the necessity of food,
the need of machinery, a more liberal
policy in keeping experienced farm hands
at home, and then a price for their
produce which would give them a fair
profit. The administration has been
blind and refused to listen to the leaders
who saw the tornado and crisis in food
approaching.

The President has said that anyone
that had a betfer “’ole” should come
forth with the plan. Mr. Chairman, I
am bold and yet humble in suggesting a
plan which will produce and give addi-
tional food, not only to the armed forces
and the world, but the folks at home.
My conclusion comes from being a farm
owner for a quarter of a century and liv-
ing in a farming community and study-
ing their problems.

Let me suggest that prices as they re-
late to meat should be flexible. Let us
establish a floor under beef and a ceiling
over that beef. There should be a wide-
enough difference in this floor and ceiling,
from 4 to 6 cents at least in order that
the individual producing meat might
have a price incentive for producing bet-
ter beef. The individual who produces
poor meat will get a lower price. The
law of supply and demand will be in op-
eration. The individual’s incentive will
be given freedom of action. The packer
or the buyer of livestock will be able to
use his judgment as to what an animal
is worth. It is folly to attempt to put
the American food producer into a phys-
ical, mental, ritualistic price fixing, regi-
mented, goose-stepping program, It
cannot be done.

Then, Mr. Chairman, a most careful
study should be made as to the distribu-
tion of food. There are now entirely too
many profits between the produter and
the consumer. It may be likely that
flexible prices should be established for
the consumers. In other words the con-
sumer who wants a good corn-fed steak
will pay a higher price. - The cheap meat
of course will bring a lower price. Such
a method will help produce meat. What
I am saying about meat applies to other
foods. We must not strangle freedom
of action and enterprise. We must not
destroy the incentive of the individual
on the home front. With such a pro-
gram in operation and with an under-
standing that there will not be a con-
stant tinkering and meddling with our
economic machinery we may be assured
that food will be produced and will reach
the consumer.

I would urge that the study of dis-
tribution and the profits to the middle-
man be given immediate consideration.

I feel further, Mr. Chairman, that
there should be no attempt to ration the
luxuries of life. If John Jones has a
thousand dollars to spend on a fur coat,
let him spend it, but if Joe Doakes needs
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a pair of overalls and work shirt he
should be able to buy it at a controlled
price.

It is absolutely necessary that this
Congress do everything possible to con-
trol inflation. The methods, however,
adopted by the administration in the
subsidy program aid inflation. The
roll-back prices give additional money
to the individual to spend. Ruinous in-
flation would be a tragedy to American
industry and the people in our country.
Inflation has been knocking at our door
and gradually gaining an entrance over
a period of several months. It will come
in like a tornado, leaving a devastating
wreckage behind unless Congress and
the administration recognize some of
the Tundamental problems involved and
take the necessary steps to control in-
flation.

Many harsh words have been said and
can be said concerning the administra-
tion and the methods they have followed,
but what does it gain? Congress should
have something constructive to offer. It
is so easy to criticize. It is hard to offer
constructive criticism, We somefimes
wait until we are over the ground, for
hindsight seems better than foresight.
The plan that I have suggested, how-
ever, of a ceiling and a floor with flexible
prices not only for meat but for other
products should have serious considera-
tion. The study of middleman profits
and distribution needs the glaring light
of investigation. The control of labor
prices is essential.

Seldom has a plan offered by the ad-
ministration been shown so quickly that
it would not work. I urge the Congress,
both sides of this House, through the
proper committees to establish those
controls and procedures which will help
save the food industry of America, save
us from ruinous inflation, which in turn
will help win this war and bring odr boys
back home, where they may live under
a lasting and honorable peace.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of the time to the gentleman
from Kansas [Mr. REEs].

_ Mr. REES of Kansas. - Mr. Chairman,
the payment of subsidies to support a
roll-back on retail prices of meat and
other foods will not, in my judgment,
contribute to the winning of the war or
contribute to the best interests of the
people of this country. It appears there
has been a considerable amount of con-
fusion as to the reason for the payment
of subsidies in an attempt to reduce the
price of certain rationed foods, espe-
cially meat., I do not believe there is
serious objection on the part of Con-
gress or the people to paying subsidies
for the purpose of increasing the supply
of certain strategic materials required
for the war effort. That field is limited
and includes a comparatively few items.
For a considerable period of time sub-
sidies were paid the farmers in order to
help sustain their incomes and also to
induce them to cut down their produc-
tion. Now we have a different situation.
We are embarking on a program, that
of paying subsidies not to increase pro-
duction but simply to hold down or re-
duce retail prices on certain rationed
foods. Let it be understood that these
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payments are not to go to farmers to in-
crease production but to packers and
processors to make up the difference in
the roli-back of retail food prices. Just
for a moment, let us see how much it
will really help the consumer, A roll-
back of 10 percent in the price of meat
will reduce the cost of meat to the aver-
age consumer not more than $3 per
year, or 25 cents per month, but it does

not guarantee that the consumer will

get meat. It simply means that if meat
is available under a rationing program,
he will save 25 cents per month on meat.
Mr. Chairman, the funds to provide for
these subsidies must come from the
Federal Treasury. Since there is no
money on hand for this purpose, they
must come from increased taxes or in-
creased sale of bonds. In other words,
you are going to ask the boys who are
now fighting our battles and helping to
save this country from our enemies to
assist us in paying our food bills when
they get back. Either they or our chil-
dren or our grandchildren will be ex-
pected to pay the terrific debt that is
being placed on future generations. It
is, of course, necessary to increase the
debt required for the prosecution of the
war but I just do not believe it is right
to use Treasury funds to pay food bills
of the present generation unless it can
be shown that the farmer or the pro-
ducer is making huge profits on account
of this war. If there are some excess
profits, this is not the way to attack the
problem.

Mr, Chairman, I believe the farmer
and the producer should be given a fair
chance to produce all the meat and other
foods he can. He should receive a fair
and reasonable profit for his labor. The
amount he receives should be based on
the price he is required to pay for the
things he buys and he ought to be en-
couraged to produce every bit of food
he can. Let the processor have what-
ever is reasonable to put the food in the
hands of the refailer, and permit the
retailer to be given a fair and reason-
able profit. If prices must be fixed let
it be on the retail price of food, and
place it on the basis I have just described.
Mr, Chairman, we must do everything
we possibly can to encourage an in-
creased production of food and give less
attention to rules and regulations.
Shortage of food is the thing that causes
more difficulty than the price itself. In
other words, not much good will be done
in an attempt to solve the problem of
food prices if we find ourselves with a
dire shortage of food.

Mr. Chairman, I do not share the
views of certain Members of this House
~who hold the payment of subsidies for
roll-back of rationed foods will help pre-
vent inflation. In my judgment it will
work in the opposite direction. Such
policy will tend to create inflationary
conditions. I am not in favor of sky-
rocketing prices or inflationary condi-
tions, but I do not believe this is the
proper method of tackling the problem.

Mr. Chairman, to embark on such
policy is very important. If funds from
the Federal Treasury are to be used to
hold or adjust prices on these commodi-
ties, then why not apply the same policy
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on other consumer goods? Why not roll
back prices on farm machinery and
equipment that has increased so much
during the past few years? If we once
get good and started down the road in
paying subsidies to hold the line on
prices, I am concerned as to where and
when it will end.

Mr, Chairman, let me emphasize again
that I am concerned about the shortage
of food supply that this country may
face in the rather near future. Not that
the American people will be in want.
But with the demand for the armed
forces and for our own consumption as
well as that of our allies in this war,
every possible effort must be made, and
every encouragement be given for in-
creased production of food of all kinds.
Food is a most essential material in the
prosecution of this war as well as for the
winning of the peace.

Mr. Chairman, we cannot expect in-
creased production by curbs and regula-
tions, red tape and uncertainties, and
gadgets of all kinds that tend to ham-
string the farmers of this Nation. The
farmer will not receive the subsidy pay-
ments under this program. He is not
asking for them. All he wants is a fair
price for his products on the basis of the
price he is required to pay for the things
he needs to buy.

Mr. BENDER. Will the gzentleman
yield?

Mr. REES of Kansas. I yield to the
gentleman from Ohio,

Mr. BENDER. Is the gentleman
familiar with the fact that the President
has just vetoed the Smith-Connally bill?

Mr. REES of Kansas. No, but I am
not surprised.

Mr. STEAGALL, Mr. Chairman, I
vield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carclina [Mr. FOLGER].

Mr. FOLGER. Mr. Chairman, I am
not an economist, I do nof even think I
am an economist, so you need not ex-
pect a very enlightening statement on
my part. I feel, however, that in the
general disposition toward legislation
we were too fearful that there could
be nobody found outside the Halls of our
Congress who were competent or capable
of doing anything much at all right.
That has not appealed to me as a very
safe course for us to take.

As one of a few who signed not a mi-
nority report, but who submitted a mi-
nority view, I subscribe to the position
that we have confidence in Chester
Davis. I do not know what his politics
are and I do not care anything abouf
them, but I think he must be a man
competent and certainly inclined to per-
form a good work for this Government
and for the people. We cannot stick too
closely to our pet feelings about the Gov-
ernment and go back and talk about this
provision and the other as though we
were not in an emergency or in a war.
Maybe if we did not have an unusual sit-
uation and maybe if we did not expect it
to continue for a time, we might debate
with much profit perhaps about each one
of these economic questions and then
say that we spell this out and you do it
this way, but do not do it any other
way. The objection to the sweeping lan-
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guage used, and I understand that a sub=
stitute will be offered that is more re-
strictive in its language, with respect to
section 6 of this bill is that it is all-
ineclusive.

‘We do not want to hand out subsidies
to anybody, but right now as we debate
this bill there are independent producers,
there are independent distributors, there
are independent packers who are caught
in a bind and it does not seem to be pos-
sible to do anything except to provide a
small subsidy in order to let them live
and distribute their products to the
people.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. All time has
expired. The Clerk will read the bill for
amendment,

The Clerk read as follows:

SEc. 2, Section 4 of the act approved March
8, 1038 (52 Stat. 108), as amended, is hereby
amended by deleting the term “#2,650,000,-
000" and inserting in lieu thereof the term
“$3,150,000,000;".

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as fdllows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Smits of Ohio:
On page 2, line 10, strike out all of section 3,

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I stated previously this afternoon that I
intended to offer an amendment to strike
out the increased borrowing authoriza-
tion of $500,000,000 in this bill. No justi=
fication at all was shown before our com-
mittee for this increased borrowing
power for the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration. I cannot exactly say what
the mind of the committee was, but it
seemed to me there was a general under-
standing that the provisions of the bill
against the use of subsidies and the roll-
back program would prevail. Therefore,
there is no need, if there are not going
to be any subsidies, for this increased
authorization. - 3

I understand that the Commodity
Credit Corporation still has approxi-
mately $400,000,000 or $450,000,000 in re=
serve. This being the case, it seems to
me that if the Commodity Credit Cor-
poration gets to a place where it really
needs any more funds it can come back
to the committee and ask for them.

It seems to be one of the easiest things
for these agencies to come to the com-
mittees and ask for an authorization for
more money to spend. I think we should
watch these items a little more closely.
Being utterly opposed to this roll-back-
and-subsidy program, anyway, I want
to see this $500,000,000 eliminated.

Mr. MILLS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I yield to the
gentleman from Arkansas.

Mr. MILLS. Can the gentleman ad-
vise me, based upon the hearings be-
fore his committee, how much money
would be required for the Commodity
Credit Corporation to make necessary
i‘osil.lr;s this fall on crops harvested in the
a

Mr, SMITH of Ohio. No justification
for any amount was made. That was
understood by the committee. :



Mr. MILLS. Would the $450,000,000
now available to the Commodity Credit
Corporation be sufficient?

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. I do not think
that point was brought out before the
committee.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has expired.

Mr., KEEAN. Mr, Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

My, Chairman, I rise fo place a few
figures in the Recorp in support of this
amendment.

On page 242 of the hearings you will
see where I asked Mr. Hutson how much
money the Corporation was borrowing at
this time last year and how much money
they are borrowing now. What I was
trying to find out was exactly how much
money they had spent during the past
year for there seemed to be a good deal
of confusion as to that in our committee.

The figures given me show that they
.. spent approximately $500,000,000 during
last year. Out of that, on the same page,
they testified that they spent $207,000,000
on foreign purchases, which we have pro-
hibited under section 8 of this bill, and
that they had spent $25,000,000 under
the subsidy program. Deducting these
two items totaling $232,000,000 from the
$500,000,000 they have spent shows that
they might need for this year approxi-
mately $270,000,000; but they have on
hand today $465,000,000. Therefore, I
think the position taken by the gentle-
man from Ohio [Mr. SmiTH] is pretty
sound, and that if this bill passes with
its restrictions they will not need any
further money. Also owing to higher
prices of farm commodities the Corpo-
ration should not be asked this year to
lend so much money as they have in the
past to protect farm prices. It seems to
me the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Ohio should be agreed to.

Mr. DIRKSEN. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the Iast two words.

Mr, Chairman, I have had only brief
opportunity, of course, to examine the
figures that have been submitted by the
Commodity Credit Corporation, but it
occurs to me that this extra $500,000,000
that is in issue in this amendment is,
at least to the extent of 50 percent of
that amount, unnecessary for the nor-
mal operations of the Commodity Credit
Corporation. The exact amount will be
about $232,000,000, as I understand, so
there would be a little cushion of about
one-half of that amount. That, of
course, in addition to whatever profits
the Commodity Credit Corporation may
have made or whatever unexpended bal-
ances are available to them, could then
be used for their operations in the year
to come. Is that a fair statement?

Mr. KEAN. Yes. They have $465,-
000,000 on hand at present.

Mr, DIRKSEN. I recognize the im-
portance of the operations of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation in the gen-
eral agricultural scheme and in dealing
with farm commodities. We made pro-
vision for this agency in the agriculture
appropriation bill. We do insert some
Hmitations, but we have always recog-
nized the necessity for this kind of a
trading operation when you have a very
uncertain condition in the country. \
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My best judgment is that probably the
Smith amendment that is now pending
ought not to be adopted so as to ham-
string the operations of the Corporation.
It does not involve the subsidy money,
as I understand this particular money.
Of course, it will be taken care of if the
subsidy restriction is adopted by the
Committee of the Whole,

Mr. MILLS. Mr, Chairman, will the

_gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Arkansas,

Mr. MILLS. It is true, of course, that
if this borrowing authority is not needed
it will not be utilized by the Corporation.

Mr. DIRKSEN. That is quite true.
Where you have a rather extensive
authorization that deals not only with
operations within our own country but
operations abroad, as, for instance, in
the case of Peruvian copper or Peruvian
long-staple cotton, Brazilian cotton,
Brazilian coffee, and a good many other
items, I doubt the wisdom of holding
them so close that you might very con-
ceivably obstruct and hamstring their
operations. J

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRKSEN, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois,

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. We cut
them half a billion. This is one of the
most important agencies for getting
food, because under the Steagall amend-
ment that was adopted and reamended
they can support anywhere, at least
above 90 percent of parity. They have
gotten beans, snap beans, and all sorts
of vegetables and strategic kinds of
commodities like corn and that sort of
thing that otherwise they could not have
gotten without this money. It seems to
me this is one place where you can put
the money and get results,

Mr. DIRKESEN, That is right. It is,
after all, only a borrowing authority for
the purposes of operational funds.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. DIRESEN. I yield to the gentle-
man from Michigan.

Mr. CRAWFORD. If I am not misin«
formed, the Commodity Credit Corpo-
ration will undoubtedly be requested
subsequently to make vast purchases for
lease-lend. All of these funds go into
their general operations, do they not?

Mr. DIRKESEN. That is right.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I do not see how we
can make any mistake by letting them
have this additional half billion dollars.

Mr. DIRKSEN. It does not involve so
many dollars. It just involyes borrow-
ing to the limit so that they will be on
the safe side.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, orig-
inally officials of the Corporation asked
for $1,000,000,000, but the commitfee,
anticipating a curtailment of the serv-
ices they will be required to render next
yvear, and that possibly this bill will take
away some of the demands upon the
Corporation, reduced it to the amount
carried in the bill, $500,000,000. If the
officials ‘of the Corporation find that
they cannot operate with that amount,
and undoubtedly the demands during the
next year are liable to run well ahead
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of what they have been, it will not be
difficult to obtain legislation to increase
the amount. But if this bill is amended,
as it probably will be, it will limit the
services to be rendered by the Corpora-
tion, so that it will not matter if it is
more than they need, it could only be
used for the purposes authorized.

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr, Chair-
man, I call attention to this one thing.
They gave us figures on their losses,
and it appears in the hearings they are
expected to be about $70,000,000 from the
period of their operations before the
Board started. In making a little table
of it for my own use it occurred to me
that if they held their commodities just
a bit longer and had not put them on
the market in order to provide these
commodities for use for war purposes,
their loss would have been erased, and
perhaps there would have been a profit
instead. They started taking their loss,
that is, the cotton loss, in 1936. That
cotton could just as well have been held
until today, and it would have been a
profit. So I think it is just as well to
keep in mind for the future, because the
same kind of a situation is likely to
occur after this war as during the de-
pression, and this is the kind of a cor-
poration with the idea of holding sur-
pluses over from one year when there
is a surplus, to another year, when
there is not so as to keep a stability not
only on the agricultural program, but a
stability of the whole program, through
stabilizing all agricultural products, and
you can do it without loss. I mention
that not only because there is not very
much danger in voting against the
amendment, but also to draw attention
to the fact for future purposes, that this
is. something that might very well be
a permanent agency, which would help
to alleviate the depressions from the high
peak of prosperity, from which we have
suffered so much in the past in this
country. i

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio.

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman, I
offer the following amendment which I
send to the desk.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. SMITH of Ohio:

Page 2, strike out lines 14 to 18, inclusive,
and insert:

“8Eec. 8. Section 7 of the act approved Jan-
uary 31, 1935 (Public, No. 1, 74th Cong.; 49
Stat. 4), is amended (a) by striking out ‘June
80, 1943" in the first sentence and inserting in
lieu thereof ‘June 30, 1945', (b) by inserting
‘(a)’ after ‘Sec. T, and (c) by inserting at
the end thereof the following:

*“*(b) The financial transactions of the
Corporation beginning with the period from
July 1, 1843, shall be audited by the General
Accounting Office (In accordance with the
principles applicable to commercial corporate
transactions) and under such rules and regu-
lations as may be prescribed by the Comp-
troller General of the United States: Pro-
vided, That the Corporation shall continue to
have the authority to make final and coneclu-
sive settlement and adjustment of any claims
by or against the Coiporation or the accounts
of its fiscal officers: Provided further, That a
report of such audit shall be made to Con-
gress, together with such recommendations
as the Comptroller General may deem ad-
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visable, and that each such report shall cover
a period of one fiscal year: Provided further,
That a copy of each such report shall be fur-
nished the Sscretary of the Treasury and
that the findings contained therein shall be
consldered by the Secretary in appraising the
assets and liabilities and determining the net
worth of the Corporation under sections 1
and 2 of the act of March 8, 1938 (52 Stat.
107), as amended: Provided, however, That
nothing in this section shall be construed as
modifying legislation authorizing the use of
funds of the Corporation for administrative
expenses and requiring accountability there-
for.

“‘(e) The expenses of the audit as pro-
vided in this sectlon may be paid up to and
including June 30, 1945, from moneys ad-
vanced therefor by the Corporation, or frobm
any appropriation or appropriations for the
General Accounting Office, and appropriations
50 used shall he reimbursed promptly by the
Corporation as billed by the Comptroller
General: Provided, That any such advances
or reimbursements shall be considered as
nonadministrative expenses of the Corpora-
tion. For the purposes of such audit the
representatives of the General Accounting
Office shall have access to all papers, books,
files, accounts, financial records, warehouses,
and all other things, property, and places
belonging to or under the control of or used
or employed by the Corporation and shall be
afforded full facilities for verifying trans-
actions with and balances in depositaries and
with fiscal agents: Provided, That the cer-
tified financial reports and schedules of the
fiscal egents of the Corporation based on
commercial audits in the usual course of
business may be accepted by the General Ac-
counting Office in its audit of the financial
transactions of the Corporation as final and
not subject to further audit verification.

*‘(d) Any examination of the corporate
records shall be made at the place or places
where such records are normally kept in the
transaction of the corporate business, and the
Corporation shall retain custody of contracts,
vouchers, schedules, or other financial or
accounting documents, either original or du-
plicate, selating to its nonadministrative
transactions.’

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr., Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment should .have the support
of every Member of this House. It
simply provides for an annual audit of
the books and transactions of the Com-
modity Credit Corporation. If anyone
can give any reason why this agency
should not be subjected to an annual
audit, I should like to have him rise in
his place and state his reason therefor.

I do not know anything about the
transactions of this agency, but here is
an agency which has at its command
more than $3,000,000,000. That is a lot
of money, and I think it is of interest to
the people who furnish that money to
know precisely what is being done with it.
They ought to know, and I think they
want fo know. A number of agencies
have been established in the last 10 or 12
years which are not subject to audit. I
might say that this agency has been
audited, so far as its administration is
concerned, but not with regard to its
operations and transacticns, and until we
have such an audit we do not know what
the actual condition of the Commodity
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Credit Corporation is. I do not think
it is necessary to go into this any further.
I believe, as I said a moment ago, that
every Member of this House ought to vote
for this amendment. ' I might say that
originally this bill had a provision re-
quiring an audit of the books and trans-
actions of the agency. It was taken out
of the bill, and I thought at the time
it was deleted that it would be put back
in another form, but it was not. That
is one reason that I have offered this
amendment, and I hope it will receive
full support.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. SmaTH].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Smita of Ohio)
there were ayes 70 and noes 82.

Mr. SMITH of Ohio. Mr. Chairman,
I ask for tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was rejected.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 4. The Federal Reserve banks are
hereby authorized to act as depositaries, cus-
todians, and fiscal agents for the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

Mr. CURTIS. Mr. Chairman, I move

_to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I shall support the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr, Worcorr] against
subsidies. I feel that if this Adminis-
tration were truly interested in stopping
inflation and paying the cost of this war
as we go along we would have had a sales
tax within a few days after we declared
war. The subsidy is a sales tax in re-
verse, It is another attempt to pan-
handle our way to victory. Its effect on
the production of food is most disastrous.

I would like to read to you a letter that
came to my office this morning from a
young farmer in my district.

I fed 4 carloads of steers this past sea-
son and landed on last week's market when
the Government and the packers were at
loggerheads over roll-back prices. Before
roll-backs were considered prices were hardly
high enough to permit a feeder to break
even. I borrowed the money to carry on this
supposedly necessary job and now find that
I have a mortgage on my cattle that were
clear before I started.

Since September 1942, the eoet of pro-
ducing meat has advanced at least 40 per-
cent and there is absolutely no way to roll-
back this cost. Most certainly Government
edict won't roll it back.

_One man and I look after the stock, do
the farming, and put up the hay on this
small ranch which carries the usual Federal
land bank loan. We were of the opinion
that it was necessary work and we hoped
to be able to produce 100,000 pounds of meat
ready for the consumer. I feel that my busi-
ness was sacrificed to enhance the position
of Mr. Roosevelt in his fight with Lewis.

I feel that to continue the production
of meat under the present set-up is to
flirt with bankruptey. This has little or no
appeal to me. I have a further suspicion
that the Government through the Office of
Price Administration is planning on forcing
& liquidation of livestock through the simple
method of causing losses. I feel this strongly
enough so that my business which was on
a sound producing basis is in for drastic
curtailment. Young sows which normally
should raise a crop of fall pigs will be mar-
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keted. There will be no fall pigs on this
place for the first time in years. Our cows
and heifers are in the balance and probably
will be mostly sold, So far as feeding cat-
tle is concerned that is out the window.
Incidentally I increased the weight of the
cattle I fed 30,000 pounds, besides improv-
ing the quality. I didn't get paid for it
I feel so strongly that a liquidation at &
loss is just’ around the corner that I am
attempting to get my house In order. It
means & feast today, a famine tomorrow.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman has expired. .
The pro forma amendment was with-

drawn,

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. b. Section 22 (g) of the Federal Re-
serve Act, as amended (12 U. 8, C. 375a), Is
hereby amended by adding at the end thereof
the following: *“This section shall not apply
to loans which the Commodity Credit Cor=
poration has agreed to guarantee or secure.”

Miss SUMNER of Illinois. Mr. Chair-
man, I offer an amendment which is at
the desk.

- The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Miss SuMNER oOf
Illincis: Page 2, line 22, after the phrase
“Sec, 57, strike out the word “Section” and
insert, the word “Subsection”; page 2, line 22,
after the word “this", strike out the word
“section” and insert the word “subsection”;
page 2, line 24, after the word “to", imsert
the phrase “take over or purchase."

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, there
is no objection to the amendment of-
fered by the gentlewoman from Illinois,
It meefs the judgment and approval of
the officials of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem. It is simply a perfecting amend-
ment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
agreeing to the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Illinois [Miss
SUMNER].

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr.
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word and I ask unanimous consent. to
speak out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. Mr,
Chairman, we are at a critical hour in
the history of this world conflict. Our
armies in the field are winning glorious
victories, Today in the minds of many
American citizens, we are about to lose
an important battle on the home front.,
The time and circumstances are not ap-
propriate to go into much detail about
that. But the Chief Executive, for rea-
sons undoubtedly sufficient in his own
mind, has sent back to the Congress
without approval, the Smith-Connally
bill. The other body, at the other end of
the Capitol, has passed the bill over the
Presidential veto. The clerk of the Sen-
ate is at the portals of the House of Rep-
resentatives with a message from the
Senate. It is time now for action in this
body, not tomorrow, not Monday. bub
today.

Mr, MAY. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WOODRUM of Virginia. If the
gentleman will pardon me just a min-
ute.

Every man is entitled to his own indi-
vidual opinion, and he must take his
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own responsibility, The President can
take his. He is amply qualified to do
it. I want to take mine. I do not want
to put it off. I want to say to the people
that I represent, and I want to send a
message to the boys in the fox holes and
on the battle fronts that those of us
here at home are going to do our part.
I hope very much it will be the pleasure
of this House to take immediate action
' upon this important matter, and not let
it simmer here and work into a festering
. sore. We should unhesitatingly pass this
bill over the veto.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Virginia has expired.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I move fo
strike out the last word, and I ask unan-
imous consent to proceed out of order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky asks unanimous consent
to speak out of order; is there objection?

Mr. WOLCOTT. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Chairman——

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Reserving the
right to object—— 1L

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Kentucky [Mr. May] asks unani-
mous consent to speak out of order, and
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Worcorr] reserves the right to object.
The gentleman from Michigan is recog-
nized.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I un-
derstand that ordinarily the veto mes-
sage of the President is not open to dis-
cussion,

We have before this Committee a very
important bill. I have a certain respon-
sibility to this Committee to preserve
consideration of this bill. I do not in-
tend to allow the consideration of this
Commodity Credit Corporation bill to be
turned into a forum for the considera-
tion of the President’s veto message.

I will not object to the gentleman from
Kentucky speaking out of order, but I
shall object to anyone else speaking out
of order.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Kentucky?

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
I reserve the right to object. I do not
think it is proper or fitting as Amer-
icans to permit the House to become
worked up against.labor by a lot of this
antilabor talk on the President’s mes-
sage, and I object.

The CHAIRMAN. Objection is heard.

The Committee will rise informally.

The Commiittee rose informally, and
the Speaker assumed the chair.

FURTHER MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A further message from the Senate,
by Mr. Frazier, its legislative clerk, an-
nounced that the Senate having pro-
ceeded to reconsider the bill (S. 796)
entitled “An act relating to the use and
operation by the United States of cer-
tain plants, mines, and facilities in the
prosecution of the war, and preventing
strikes, lock-outs, and stoppages of pro-
duction, and for other purposes,” re-
turned by the President of the United
States with his objections, to the Senate
of the United States, in.which it origi-
nated, it was
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Resolved, That the said bill pass, two-
thirds of the Senate having voted in the
affirmative.

The message also announced that the
Senate still further insists upon its
amendments numbered 5, 60, and 61 to
the bill (H. R. 2714) entitled “An act
making appropriations to supply urgent
deficiencies in certain appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1943, and
for prior fiscal years, and for other pur-
poses,” disagreed to by the House; agrees
to a further conference asked by the
House on the disagreeing votes of the two
Houses thereon, and appoints Mr, Mc-
KEeLLAR, Mr. Grass, Mr. HAyDEN, Mr, Typ-
mGs, Mr. Russery, Mr. Ny, and Mr.
Lobce to be the conferees on the part of
the Senate,

The SPEAKER. The Committee will
resume its sitting.

(The Committee resumed its sitting.)

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Gore). The
gentleman from Kentucky [Mr. May] is
recognized.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, I hope that
we will resolve our tempers, return to
our customary good judgment, and par-
ticularly to adhere to that for which our
forefathers fought, that it is the right of
men to be independent and to enjoy their
liberties. That includes the right to vote
as we please and to exércise our own
judgment. Just as soon as this Com-
mittee rises I expect to move the previous
question——

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Chairman,
I make a point of order that the gentle-
man is not proceeding in order.

Mr, McGRANERY Mr. Chairman, I
make the point of order that the gen-
tleman is not in order.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from New York makes the point of order
that the gentleman is not proceeding in
order. The gentleman from Kentucky
will proceed in order.

Mr. MAY. Mr. Chairman, so far as
the gentleman from New York and the
gentleman from Pennsyivania know, I
may have meant that I would move the
previous question on the hill under con-
sideration, But I will move the previous
question, and I shall expect the House
of Representatives to meet its responsi-
bility as I shall meet mine, fearlessly and
in the interest of the men in the fox-
holes of Bataan and Guadaleanal and
Kiska and Attu where this message of
the President has struck like a 4-ton
block buster. I raise no guestion as to
the good faith of the President, but “to
err is human and to forgive is divine”
and I gladly concede his right to veto
the Connally-Smith bill, but I have a
right to and do most seriously guestion
the wisdom of his act. No law, however
severe, hurts anyone who does not vio-
late or disobey it. The rank and file of
labor are sound at heart and patriotic
in purpose, but some labor leaders, as
stated in the President’s message, have
for selfish reasons knowingly obstructed
production of vital war materials and
thus tied the hands of our fighting forges
in our greatest hour of peril and at a
time when thousands of our boys in uni-
form face death in many parts of the
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world. I hope this House will stand man
to man for the safety of our Republic and
vote to override the veto.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, I am hopeful that the
debate on this bill will proceed in order
and be brief, and when the bill is out of
the way the veto message will be brought
up for action.

Mr. BARRY, Mr. Chairman,Ihave an
amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Barny: Page 2,
line 24, after the word “secure”, strike out all
of section 6.

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I
make a point of order against the amend-
ment,

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr. WOLCOTT. I understand the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from New York is to strike out section 6.
As Eiunderstand it, section 6 has not been
read.

The CHAIRMAN, The gentleman is
correct; the point of order is sustained.

The Clerk will read.

The Clerk read as follows:

Page 3, line 3, section 6: ;

“Sec. 6. In order to prevent the funds of the
Commodity Credit Corporation or any other
Government agency from being used for the
payment of subsidies to maintain maximum
prices for agricultural commodities or for com-
modities processed in whole or in substantial
part from agricultural commodities, no maxi-
mum price shall be established or maintained
under any law for any such commodity below
a price which will reflect to the producers
thereof, in the market place the support price
therefor announced by the Secretary, or below
the higher of the maximum prices provided
in section 3 of Public Law No. 729, approved
October 2, 1942, as amended, except that noth-
ing in the foregoing provisions shall be con-
strued to prevent the selling of wheat for feed-
ing purposes if sold at not less than the parity
price of corn nor to prévent such cdjustments
in the price supports and price ceilings on
competitive olls and fats as may be required
to bring about or to maintain the necessary
relationship in the prices of such products
that is required to assure adequate production
for the war effort. Agreements made by the
Commodity Credit Cerporation prior to the
enactment of this act shall not be affected by
this section until 60 days after the date of
enactment of this act.”

Mr. WOLCOTT. Mr. Speaker, I offer
an amendment.
The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: On
page 3, line 3, strike out all of section 6 and
substitute in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 6. In order ‘o prevent the funds of
the Commodity Credit Corporation or any
other Government agency from being used
for the payment of subsidies. No subsidies
or other payments, other than those which
have accrued prior to the effective date here-
of, shall be made either directly or indirectly
by the Government or any agency thereof,
including any Government-owned or Goy-
ernment-controlled corporation, to a pro-
ducer, processor, manufacturer, or to any
other person engaged in the production,
marketing, distribution, or handling of any
agricultural commodity, including milk and
livestock and the products thereof, or com-
modities processed in whole or in substantial
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part from agricultural commodities either
{1) for any reduction or roll-back of maxi-
mum prices or support prices that have been
or may hereafter be ordered, or (2) as a
substitute for or in lieu of Increasing maxi-
mum prices or support prices already or
hereafter established, or (3) to maintain any
maximum price already or hereafter estab-
lished, from any funds heretofore or here-
after appropriated to, borrowed under Con-
gressional authorization by, or in custedy
or control of any governmental agency, in-
cluding any Government-owned or Govern-
ment-controlled corporation, unless the Con-
gress shall have specifically authorized the
use of such funds for such purpose: Provided,
That nothing in the foregoing provisions
shall be construed to prevent the selling of
wheat for feeding purposes, if sold at not
less than the parity price of corn nor fo
prevent such adjustments in the maximum
or support prices on competitive domestic
vegetable oils and fats and oill seed as may
be necessary to bring about or to maintain
adequate production for the war effort; nor
shall any maximum price for any such com-
modity be established or maintained for any
such agricultural commeodity including milk
and livestock and the products thereof, or
commodities processed in whole or in sub-
stantial part from agricultural commodities,
below a price which will reflect to the pro-
ducers thereof, in the market place a —rice
below the support price therefor nor a price
below the higher of the maximum prices pro-
vided in Section 3 of Public Law Numbered
729, approved October 2, 1942."

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, a parlia-
mentary inguiry. d

The CHAIRMAN (Mr. Wooprum). The
gentleman will state it.

Mr. BARRY. Mr. Chairman, if the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan just read is adopted, then
will it be possible to offer an amendment
to strike out the ertire section 6?

The CHATRMAN, It would not.

Mr. BARRY. The only way to get an
opportunity to strike out section 8 is to
defeat this amendment?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman is
correct.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield? g

Mr. WOLCOTT. I yield tc the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment has had careful and thor-
ough study by the gentleman from Mich-
igan, and myself. We have worked on
the amendment jointly for several days,
and we have consulted various people
who have been interested in it. It has
been before the Committee on Banking
and Currency for consideration, but was
not adopted by the committee as a com-
mittee amendment. It was not acted
on by the committee. Speaking for my-
self, personally, I wish to say that I fa-
vor the substitute offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan. Unless the gentle-
man from Michigan desires time, I ask
unanimous consent that debate on the
amendment do now close.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Alabama [Mr. STEAGALL]?

Mr. CELLER. Mr. Chairman, I object.

Mr. STEAGALL, Mr. Chairman, I
move that all debate on this amendment
and all amendments thereto do now
close.
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The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. CeLLER) there
were—ayes 195, noes 48.

Mr. KEELLEY, Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand tellers,

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
appointed Mr. StEacaLL and Mr. KELLEY
to act as tellers,

The Committee again divided; and the
tellers reported there were—ayes 179,
noes 52.

So the motion was agreed to.

Mr. MONRONEY. Mr. Chairman, I
move that the Committee do now rise.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. MonroNREY) there
were—ayes 42, noes 130.

So the motion.was rejected.

Mr. O'HARA. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment to the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'Hara to the
amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: Line 4,
after the word “hereof”, insert "anmding the
commitments heretofore made for the Pro-
duction and processing of canned vegetables
for the crop season for the year 1943.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment to the amendment.

The question was taken; and on a divi-
sion (demanded by Mr. AvcusT H. AN-
DRESEN) there were—ayes 125, noes 95.

So the amendment to the amendment
was agreed to.

Mr. HULL. Mr. Chairman, I offer an
amendment to the amendment, which I
send to the Clerk’s desk,

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hurr: After the
amendment proposed by the gentleman from
Michigan, Mr. Worcorr, insert the following:

“Agreements made by the Commodity
Credit Corporation prior to the enactment of
this act shall not be affected by this section
until 60 days after the date of the enactment
of this act.”

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. Hurr] to the
amendment. =

The amendment to the amendment
was rejected.

Mr. GILCHRIST. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. GILCHRIST:
Amend the pending Wolcott amendment by
inserting after the words “parity price of
corn” the words “at the time and in the area
of the sale.”

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Michigan [Mr. WoLcorT] as
amended.

The smendment was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Bec. 7. Buch modifications shall be made in
maximum prices established under the Emer-
gency Price Control Act of 1942, approved
January 30, 1942 (Public Law No. 421, T7th
Cong.), and an act to amend the Emergency
Price Control Act of 1942 to aid in preventing
inflation and for other purposes, approved
October 2, 1942 (Public Law No. 720, TTth
Cong.), for any agricultural commmodity and
for commodities processed or manufactured
in whole or substantial part from any agri-
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cultural commodity, as the War Food Ad-
ministrator determines are necessary to se- -
cure an adequate production of such com-
modity for war purposes.

Mr, STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, I
offer a committee amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Committee amendment offered by Mr.
BTreAcALL: On page 4, line 1, strike out “modl-
fications™ and insert the word “increases.”

The committee amendment was
agreed to.
Mr, WOLCOTT. Mr. Chairman, I

offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: On
page 4, line 10, after the word “commodity”,
strike out the comma and insert “including
milk and livestock and the produ:ts thereof.”

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman,
there is no objection to the amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Michigan.

The amendment wa: agreed to.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Chairman, I mdve
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, never in my short serv-
ice in the House, save on one other occa~
sion, and that was the day on which war
was declared against our enemies, have I
sean this House so tense and so excited. -
We have very serious and grave matters
confronting us today upon which we
must exercise our judgment as legisla-
tors. I am interested, as is everybody
else, in being faithful to the men of this
Nation who are fighting on the far seas
and over in morth Africa. I do not
think we are going fo help those men by
doing anything ill-considered or by doing
anything which is going to interfere with
the almost miraculous production which
we have had in this country. My plea is
that the Members of this House today
use the same reason and good judgment
which I have seen them exercise so often,
and that they be not stampeded by any
emotional appeal on the important mat-
ters on which we have to vote.

Mr, STEAGALL, Mr. Chairman, Iask
unanimous consent that all debate on
the pending section and all amendments
thereto do now close.

Mr. BARRY. I object, Mr, Chairman,

Mr. STEAGALL. Mr. Chairman, 1
move that all debate on this bill do now
close.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
{frcm Alabama.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr, CorrFEe and
Mr. Rasaur) there were—ayes 180,
noes 29,

So the motion was agreed to.

The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 8. Full reimbursement shall be made
to the Commodity Credit Corporation for
services performed, losses sustained, operat-
ing costs incurred, or commodities purchased
or delivered to or on behalf of the Lend-
Lease Administration, the Army or Navy, the
Board of Economic Warfare, the Reconstruc-
tion Finance Corporation, or any other Gov-
ernment agency, from the appropriate funds
of these agencies.
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The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
' Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose; and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,
Mr. Wooprum of Virginia, Chairman
of the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union, reported that that
Committee having had under considera-
tion the bill (H. R. 2869) to continue
Commeodity Credit Corporation as an
agency of the United States, increase its
borrowing power, revise the basis of the
annual appraisal of its assets, and for
other purposes, pursuant to House Reso-
Jution 270, reported the same back to
the House with sundry amendments
adopted by the Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered. Y

Is a separate vote demanded on any
amendment?

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I ask for
a separate vote on the Wolcott amend-
ment. .

The SPEAKER. Is a separate vote
demanded on any other amendment?
If not, the Chair will put them en gross.

The question is on the amendments.

The question was taken; and on a
division (demanded by Mr. DICKSTEIN)
there were—ayes 225, noes 32.

So the amendments were agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the amendment on which a separate vote
is demanded.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Worcorr: On
page 3, line 3, strike out all of section 6 and
substitute in lieu thereof the following:

“Sec. 6. In order to prevent the funds of
the Commodity Credit Corporation or any
other Government agency from being used
for the payment of subsidies, no subsidies
or other payments, other than those which
have accrued prior to the effective date
hereof, shall be made either directly or in-
directly by the Government or any agency
thereof, including any Government-owned or
Government-controlled corporation, to a
producer, processor, manufacturer, or to any
other person engaged in the production,
marketing, distribution, or handling of any
agricultural commodity, including milk and
livestock and the products thereof, or com-
modities processed in whole or in substan-
tial part from agricultural commodities
either (1) for any reduction or roll-back of
maximum prices or support prices that have
been or may hereafter be ordered, or (2) as
a substitute for or in lieu of Increasing maxi-
mum prices or support prices already or
hereafter established, or (3) to maintain any
maximum price already or hereafter estab-
lished, from any funds heretofore or here-
after appropriated to, borrowed under con-
gressional authorization by, or in custody or
control of any governmental agency, includ-
ing any Government-owned or Government-
contirolled corporation, unless the Congress
ghall have specifically authorized the use of
such funds for such purpose: Provided, That
nothing in the foregoing provisions shall be
construed to prevent the selling of wheat
for feeding purposes, if sold at not less than
the parity price of corn nor to prevent such
adjustments in the maximum or support
Prices on competitive domestic vegetable oils
and fats and oil seed as may be necessary to
bring about or to maintain adequate produc-
tion for the war effort; nor shall any maxi-
mum price for any such commodity be estab-
lished or maintained for any such agricul-
fural commodity including milk and live-
stock and the products thereof, or commodi-
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ties processed in whole or in substantial part
from agricultural commodities below a price
which will reflect to the producers thereof, in
the market place a price below the support
price therefor for a price below the higher
of the maximum prices provided in section 3
of Public Law No. 729, approved October 2,
1942."

Mr. DINGELL (interrupting the read-
ing of the amendment), Mr. Speaker,
a parliamentary inquiry.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will
state it.

Mr,. DINGELL. Isthistheamendment

that has to do with the elimination of the

payment of any subsidies?

The SPEAKER. This is the Wolcott
amendment as amended.

Mr. DINGELL. I should like to have
an explanation of it.

The SPEAKER. The Chair is not pre-
sumed to know the language of the
amendment.

The Clerk concluded the reading of the
amendment.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the amendment, °

The question was taken; and the Chair
announced that the ayes appeared to
have it.

Mr. WRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

Mr. MARCANTONIO. Mr. Speaker, I
demand tellers.

Tellers were refused.

So the amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
{:)1111? engrossment and third reading of the

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the passage of the bill,

Mr. WRIGHT and Mr. BRADLEY of
Pennsylvania demanded the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were refused.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

USE AND OPERATION OF WAR PLANTS
IN PROSECUTION OF WAR—VETO MES-
SAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE
UNITED STATES (8. DOC. NO. 75)

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays be-
fore the House the following message
from the President of the United States.

Mr, KLEIN. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was rejected.

The Clerk read the message from the
President of the United States.

(For message from the President of
the United States, see proceedings of
the Senate of this day.)

The SPEAKER. The objections of the
President will be entered at large upon
the Journal.

The question is, Will the House on
reconsideration agree to pass the bill,
the objections of the President to the
contrary notwithstanding. Under the
Constitution this vote must be taken by
the yeas-and nays.

The Clerk will call the roll.
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The Clerk called the roll; and there
were—yeas 244, nays 108, not voting 79,
as follows:

[Roll No. 114]
YEAS—244
Abernethy Goodwin Monroney
Allen, La. Gore Mott
Andersen, Gossett Murdock
H. Carl Graham Murray, Tenn,
Anderson, Callf, Grant, Ala, Newsome
Anderson Grant, Ind, Nichols
N. Mex Gregory Norrell
Andresen, Griffiths O'Hara
August H. Gross O’'Konskl
Andrews Gwynne Pace
Arends Hale Patman
Arnold Hall, Edwin Patton
Auchincloss Arthur Peterson, Fla,
Baldwin, Md. Hall, Peterson, Ga.
Barrett Leonard W, Ploeser
Beckworth Halleck Poage
Bell Hancock Poulson
Bennett, Mo. Hare Price
Bland Harless, Arlz, Priest
Bonner Harness, Ind, Ramspeck
Boren Harris, Ark, Randolph
Boykin Harris, Va, Rankin
Brehm Hays Reece, Tenn,
Brooks Hendricks Reed, N. Y,
Brown, Ga. Herter Rees, Kans,
Brown, Ohlo Hess Richards
Bryson Hil Rizley
Buffett Hinshaw Robertson
Bulwinkle Hobbs Rockwell
Burch, Va. Hoeven Rodgers, Pa.
Burgin Hoffman Rogérs, Mass
Camp Holmes, Mass. Rohrbough
Cannon, Mo,  Holmes, Wash. Rowe
Carlson, Kans, Hope Russell
Carson, Ohio  Horan Satterfield
Case Howell wabe
Chapman Jeffrey Shafer
Chenoweth Jenking Short
Chiperfield Jennings Sikes
Church Jensen Simpson, Ill.
Clark Johnson, Slaughter
Clason Anton J, Smith, Ohio
Clevenger Johnson, Smith, Va.
Cole, N. Y, J. Le: Smith, Wis,
Colmer Johnson, Sparkman
Cooley Luther A Springer
Cooper Johnson, Stanley
Courtney Lyndon B. Starnes, Ala,
Cox Johnson, Okla, Steagall
Cravens Johnson, Ward Stearns, N. H,
Crawford Jones tefan
Creal Jonkman Stewart
Cunningham Judd SBtockman
Curtis Kean Sumner, 11
Davis Eeefe Sumners, Tex.
Dewey Eefauver Taber
Dies Kerr Talbot
Dirksen Kilday Talle
Disney Kingzer Tarver
Domengeaux  Kleberg Thomas, Tex.
Dondero Enutson Tibbott
Doughton Lambertson Vincent, Ky.
Drewry . Lanham Vorys, Ohlo
Durham Lea Vursell
Dworshak LeCompte Ward
Eaton LeFevre Wasielewskl
Elliott McCord Weaver
Ellis MeCowen Welchel, Ohio
Ellsworth McGehee West
Elston, Ohio McGregor Whelchel, Ga.
Fellows McMillan Whitten
Fernandez McWilllams Whittington
Fish Maas Wickersham
Fisher Mahon Wigglesworth
Fulbright Maloney Willey
Fulmer Manasco Wilson
Gale Mansfield, Tex. Winstead
Gathings Martin, Iowa  Winter
Gearhart Martin, Mass. Wolcott”
Gerlach Mason Woodruff, Mich,
Gibson May Woodrum, Va,
Gifford Merrow ‘Worley
Gilchrist Michener Zimmerman
Glllette Miller, Nebr.
Gillie Mills
NAYS—108
Angell Bradley, Pa, Crosser
‘Barry Burdlick Cullen
Bates, Ky. Busbey Curley
Bender Butler D’Alesandro
Bennett, Mich. Canfield Dawson
Bishop Carter Day
Blackney Celler Dicksteln
Bloom Coffee Dilweg
Eolton Cole, Mo. Dingell



Ellison, Md Lynch Robslon, Ey.
Engel McCormack Rogers, Calif.
Felghan McGranery Rolph
Fenton McMurray Rowan
Flannagan Madden Sabath
Forarty Mansfield, Sadowskl
Folger Mont. Sasscer
Furlong Marcantonio Sauthoff
Gordon Miller, Conn.  Scanlon
Gorskl Miller, Pa. Schifler
Granger Monklewlcz Schuetz
CGreen Morrison, N, C. Smith, Maine
Hagen Mruk Smith, W. Va.
Hart Myers Snyder

h Norman Somers, N. Y.
Holifleld Norton Spence
Hull O’'Brien, Il Stevenson
Jackson O'Brilen, Mich. Bullivan
Eee O'Connor Troutman
Kelley O'Neal Voorhis, Calif,
Klein O'Toole We
Kunkel Outland Welch
LaFollette Pittenger Wene
Lane ‘White
Lemke Rabaut Wolfenden, Pa.
Lesl Ramey Wright
Lewis, Ohlo Reed, I11.

ow Robinson, Utah
NOT VOTING—T9

Allen, I, Gavin Murray, Wis.
Baldwin, N. Y. Hartley O'Brien, N. Y.
Barden Hébert O'Leary
Bates, Mass, Heflernan Pleifer
Beall Heldinger Philbin
Bradley, Mich, Izac Phillips
Buckley Jarman Plumley
Burchill, N. ¥. Johnson, Pracht
Byrne Calvin D. Rivers
Cannon, Fla, Johnson, Ind. BScott
Capozzoll Eearney Sheppard
Cochran Eennedy Sheridan
Compton Eeogh Simpson, Pa.
Costello Kilburn Sundstrom
Culkin King Taylor
Delaney Kirwan Thomas, N. J.
Ditter Landis Thomason
Douglas Larcade Tolan
Eberharter Luce Towe
Elmer McEenzle Treadway
Fay McLean \‘r’ran andat
Fitzpatrick Magnuson inson, Ga.
Forand Merritt ‘Wadsworth
Ford Miller, MoLa g;]te;‘
Gallagher Morrison, ea)
Gamble Mundt Wolverton, N. J.
Gavagan Murphy

So, two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof, the bill was passed, the objec-
tions of the President to the contrary
notwithstanding.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

On this vote:

Mr. Treadway and Mr. Gavin for, with Mr,
Baldwin of New York against,

Mr. Thomas of New Jersey and Mr. McLean
for, with Mr. Scott against.

Mr. Sundstrom and Mr. O'Brien of New
York for, with Mr. Eeogh against,

Mr. Costello and Mr. Thomason for, with
Mr, Fitzpatrick against.

Mr. Phillips and ‘Mr. Taylor for, with Mr.
Merritt against.

Mr. Towe and Mr. Hartley for, with Mrs.
Luce against.

Mr. Vinson of Georgia and Mr. Eillburn for,
with Mr. Wolverton of New Jersey against.

Mr. Jarman and Mr. McEenzie for, with Mr.
Larcade against.

Mr. Gamble and . Allen of Illinois for,
with Mr. Pracht against.

Mr. Compton and Mr. Simpson of Pennsyl-
vania for, with Mr, Capozzoll against.

Mr, Ditter and Mr. Bradley of Michigan
for, with Mr. Kennedy against,

Mr. Morrison of Louisiana and Mr. Barden
for, with Mr. Gallagher agalnst,

General pairs:

Mr. Rivers with Mr. Wheat.

Mr. Hébert with Mr. Bates of Massachu-
setts.

Mr, Eberharter with Mr. Mundt.

Mr, Buckley with Mr. Douglas,
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Mr. King with Mr. Miller of Missourl.

Mr. Burchill of New York with Mr. Jchnson
of Indiana.

Mr. Izac with Mr. Beall.

Mr. Gavagan with Mr. Landis,

Mr. Philbin with Mr, Elmer,

Mr. Pfeifer with Mr. Plumley.

Mr. Cochran with Mr. Heldinger.

Mr. Fay with Mr. Culkin.

Mr. Kirwan with Mr. Van Zandt.

Mr. Delaney with Mr. Wadsworth,

Mr. Tolan with Mr. Calvin D. Johnson.

Mr. Heffernan with Mr. Murray of Wiscon-
sin, S

Mr. Byrne with Mr. Eearney.

Mr, Capozzoll with Mr, Simpson of Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. Mr,
Speaker, I notice that my name is men-
tioned as being paired for the bill. I
am present, and I voted “aye”, to over-
ride the veto.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman is re-
corded as voting “aye.”

Mr. LEONARD W. HALL. But the
Clerk read my name as being paired.

The SPEAKER. Pairing is a private
agreement.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The Senate will be
notified of the result of the vote.

DEFENSE HOUBING

Mr, SABATH, by direction of the Com-
mittee on Rules, reported the following
resolution (H. Res. 271), which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered printed:

Resolved, That Iimmediately upon the
adoption of this resolution it shall be in
order to move that the House resolve itself
into the Commitiee of the Whole House on
the state of the Unlon for the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 2975) to Increase by #300,~
000,000 the amount authorized to be appro-
priated for defense housing under the Act
of October 14, 1940, as amended, and for
other purposes. That after general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and shall
continue not to exceed 2 hours, to be equally
divided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds, the bill
shall be read for amendment under the 5-
minute rule. At the conclusion of the read-
ing of the bill for amendment, the Commit-
tee shall rise and report the same to the
House with such amendments as may have
been adopted and the previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage without
intervening motion except one motion te
recommit.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. COOLEY., Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include a
letter from Dr. Clarence Poe, president
and editor of the Progressive Farmer.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. COOLEY. Also, Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp and include cer-
tain resolutions passed by the Business
and Professional Women's Club of
Raleigh.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
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marks in*the Recorp and include an
editorial.
The SPEAKER. Is there objection?
There was no objecticn.

LEAVE TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. O'CONNOR. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous czonsent that on Monday
next after the disposition of the legis-
lative business of the day and other
special orders I be permitted to address
the House for 10 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Monday
next after the disposition of business on
the Speaker’s table and other special
orders I be permitted to address the
House for 30 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

URGENT DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION
BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. CANNON of Missouri, Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
I may have until midnight tonight to
file a conference report on the bill H. R.
gm, the urgent deficiency appropriation

ill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

STATE, JUSTICE, AND COMMERCE APPRO-
PRIATION BILL—CONFERENCE REPORT

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to have until mid-
night tonight to file a conference report
and statement upon the bill H, R. 2397,
the State Department, Justice, and Com-
merce appropriation bill, 1944, ;

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mr. PATMAN. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks on two subjects and include cer-
tair. excerpts.

The SPEAEER. 1Is there objection?

There wes no objection.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. Mr, Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the Recorp and include a
radio address delivered by the Honorable
CLARENCE Brown, ‘of Ohio, relative to
rationing of gasoline.

The SPEAEKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection,

Mr. NICHOLS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to insert in the
REecorp a speech I recently delivered in
Oklahoma.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. WICKERSHAM. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to revise and
extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. GORDON. Mr, Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the REcorp and include an
articlc which appeared in the Chicago
Daily Times and an address delivered by
the Honorable Frank C. Walker, Post-
master General of the United States,
formally placing on sale the stamp com-
memorating Poland’s resistance to the
Axis.
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The SPEAEKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Illinois?

There was no objection,

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

_ Mr. DICKSTEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that on Tuesday
next, after the legislative business of the
day and any other special orders, I may
address the House for 20 minutes.

The SPEAKER. Without objection it
is so ordered.

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

(By unanimous consent, Mr. DIRKSEN
was granted permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks,)

Mr. GRANT of Indiana. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent to extend my
remarks in the REecorp and include
therein a letter.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend my re-
marks in the Recorp and include two
newspaper articles.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

REVISION OF ALASEA GAME LAW

Mr. GREEN, Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s desk the bill (H. R. 332), to
revise the Alaska game law, with Senate
amendments, and concur in the Senate
amendments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ments as follows:

Page 15, line 24, strike out “game fish.”

Page 186, line 3, strike out “game fish.”

Page 16, line 9, strike out “game fish.”
mlli'?_ge 24, line 18, after “game”, insert “or

Page 24, line 22, after “hunt”, insert “or
trap."

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re-
serving the right to object, I understand
this is simply to let the Indians catch a
few fish and dispose of them?

Mr. GREEN. That is the purpose of
it. It pertains to privileges in that con-
nection for members of the armed forces.

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I
withdraw my reservation of objection,
Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Florida?

There was no objection.
t,oThe Senate amendments were agreed

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table. A

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet
on Monday next,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Re-
serving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman tell us what we may
expect next week?
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Mr. McCORMACEK. There is nothing
definite on the program. District of Co-
lumbia business will be in order on Mon-
day. Iunderstand there are several bills
that are not controversial. At least,
thdt is the information I have received.
There is the bill, 8. 832, to regulate the
sale of horse meat. There is also H. R.
2184, H. R. 2618, H. R. 2828, and H. R.
2988, which is a bill to amend the black-
out law and provides for the allocation
of $25,000 for the activities of civilian
defense.

There will be a conference report on
the State, Justice, and Commerce De-
partments appropriation bill. During
the rest of the week conference reports
will be taken up if they are presented.
If the bill extending the Gufiey Coal Act
is reported out, that will be taken up.

I know of no other legislation now,
but I will advise the gentleman and
keep the House advised during the week.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

(By unanimous consent, Mr. POULSON
was granted permission to revise and
extend his own remarks.)

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to extend the re-
marks I made in the Committee of the
Whole and to include therein certain
tables and excerpts.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Ore-
gon?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER. Under previous order
of the House, the gentleman from Oregon
[Mr. AnceLL] is recognized for 20
minutes.

THE CONNALLY-SMITH LABOR BILL,
8. 796

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, after
passage of the Connally-Smith labor
bill, S. 796, I released on June 16 a news
letter discussing this bill and including
certain editorials. I include as a part of
my remarks this news letter, together
with a letter written to Hon. Anbrew J.
May, chairman of the Committee on
Military Affairs, by various Government
officials discussing the bill, and also the
veto message of the President, dated
June 25, 1943:

WasHINGTON NEWS LETTER FROM CONGRESSMAN
Homer D. ANGELL

THE CONNALLY-SMITH LABOR BILL, §. 796

“There is no right to strike against the
public safety by anybody, anywhere, any-
time.” This bill was a temporary measure
for the duration of war only, and its pur-
ported objectives were to stop strikes in war-
time, help settle labor disputes, and keep
war production going ahead full speed. Its
real purpose was to chastise John L. Lewis.
Everyone agrees with these objectives. No
one has a right to strike against the Govern-
ment. Coolidge was right when he sald:
“There {s no right to strike against the pub-
lic saféty by anybody, anywhere, anytime.”
All of us want to do everything within our
power to speed up production and assist in
the prosecution of the war and to eliminate
gverything that will interfere with the war

JUNE 25

program. Those of us who voted against this
bill did =so because in our judgment it would
not accomplish these objectives, and instead
of helping it would hinder the war effort.
This bill, however, instead of outlawing
strikes against the Government gives statu-
tory recognition to the right of workers to
strike against their Government. Instead of
preventing such strikes it will tend to foster
them and impede war production.

The language of the bill in section 8, which
instructs the National Labor Relations Board
to take secret ballots among employees who
were threatening to strike “on the question
whether they will permit any such interrup-
tion of war production,” implies legalization
of strikes in war plants if they are approved
by a majority of the workers. This is di-
rectly opposed to the agreement between
labor and the Government that there shall
be no such strikes during the war. This
bill does recognize the right of labor to strike
against the Government in wartime, which is
unsound. J

The War Department, Navy Department,
Maritime Commission, War Production Board,
National Labor Relations Board, the four
public members of the National War Labor
Board, and the Labor Department, being the
Federal agencies charged with the duty of
maintaining orderly industrial relations and
keeping war production to full efficiency, on
May 15, 1943, advised the Congress that, In
their judgment, this bill would imperil the
effectiveness of the existing machinery for
the orderly settlement of labor disputes.
They pointed out that while recognizing the
gravity of the coal-mining situation, this bill
relates to American industry generally and
to the whole problem of maintalning indus-
trial peace in time of war. They further
called attention to the fact that while there
have been a number of strikes since the dec-
laration of war, they have, with very few ex-
ceptions, been  unauthorized stoppages of
short duration opposed by the responsible
leadership of organized labor, and the total
man-days lost have been less than at any
other time in our industrial history. They
further state: “The bill runs squarely counter
to the national policy embodied in the vol=
untary and unconditional no-strike agree-
ment entered into by industry and labor with
the President immediately after Pearl Har-
bor. * * * It would seem unwise in time
of war to experiment with an untried sub-
stitute for a pollcy whose worth is already
demonstrated.”

These departments objecting to the pas-
sage of the bill are the key war agencies of
the Government having in charge the prose-
cution of the war on the home front and
bringing victory to our cause. It would seem
to be good judgment to heed their advice
and follow their recommendations. They op-
posed the passage of the bill because it would
disrupt labor relations, impede war produc-
tion, and do infinitely more harm than good.

There is attached hereto a full copy of the
letter from these war agencies addressed to
Representative ANprew J. May, chairman of
the Committee on Military Affairs.

In a recent radio address James F. Byrnes,
Director of War Mobilization, said:

“When you condemn the few who strike
do not forget that the great mass of the
workers, and with razerexceptions, the lead-
ers of organized labor, are doing as much
as any of us, and more than many of us, to
see that there is no interruption of war pro-
duction.

“Do not forget that during 1942 only one-
twentieth of 1 percent of the time of workers
engaged in war work was lost on strikes,
The striker in war industry is almost as rare
as the slacker in the Army.”

Mr. Byrnes further pointed out that we
have built 100,000 planes and bombers; we
have doubled the American Navy; we are
building more than 1,000,000 tons of shipping
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a month; we have produced 2,225,000 ma-
chine guns and 44,830,000 bombs, and 100,-
000 aircraft guns, In a single year we built
more than 1,000 oceangoing cargo ships and
100 oceangoing tankers. In fact, our work-
men, man for man, are producing faster than
Great Britain, Germany, Russia, Japan, or
any other country.

There are 40,000,000 men and women work-.

ing in industry in this country helping to
win the war. We must not in a moment of
anger by reason of a few irresponsible labor
leaders engaging In strikes pass crippling
legislation indicting all labor and tending
to disrupt peaceful labor relations and Inter-
fere with the outstanding production job
labor and management have accomplished in
their contribution toward winning the war,

This bill was conceived in anger, written
on the floor of the House, and is a hodge-
podge of inconsistencles. David Lawrence in
his column June 14, discussing the bill, said:

“It is really a wishy-washy affair and is of
no permanent value whatever as a construc-
tive policy in handling of labor disputes.
What the bill, which was conslderably weak-
ened In conference as compared to the meas-
ure sponsored by Representative Smura and

- passed by the House, really does is to express
an axiom, It says that the Government has
the right to protect work done for the Gov-
ernment in plants seized by the Government.

“At no time until recently was that prin-
ciple ever challenged. It has never been sup-
posed that there was any need for a law say-
ing that when the Government seized a plant
and hoisted the Stars and Stripes over it,
anybody who interferred with the authority
of that flag could be put on trial and jailed
if convicted.”

" The Wall Street Journal in its issue of June
11 said editorially:

“The indignation is righteous. The dis-
eatisfaction is well-founded. But the anti-
strike bill in its present form includes pro-
visions that seem fll-adapted to correct the
mistakes In labor policy that have accumu-
lated in recent years. If both House and
Senate pass it, President Roosevelt can find
several good pegs on Which to hang a veto

message, and the progress that might have

been made will probably be lost. * * *

“Now, however, as critics of the bill have
sald, such provisions make it appear as
though Congress is setting up a system fo
take strikes legal in industries which are
now generally understood to be covered by
the broad no-strike promises of national labor
leaders. Of course, during the prescribed
waiting period the Government could seize
the property, but that only proves the major
point set forth above—namely, that enforce-
ment really depends on Government opera-
tion. There are labor groups at this time
which would be well content to use strike
threats or almost anything else to extend the
scope of Government ownership and opera-
tion of private industry. Such a law would
play right into their hands.”

The New York Times, on June 7, 1943, char-
acterized the bill as follows:

«'The antistrike bill passed by the House on
Friday was largely written on the floor. This
is the worst possible method of legislating.
Yet the administration’s fallure to supply
leadership for ratlional labor legislation and
its blanket opposition to any sort of ratlonal
corrective have invited the sort of haphazard
bills now in conference.

“These bills are unsatisfactory in several
ways. They do not outlaw a strike in war-
time unless the plant in which it occurs has
been seized by the Government. This, at
best, introduces an unnecessary and irrele-
vant stop. A union that strikes against a
decision of the War Labor Board s striking
against Government authority, whether or
not the plant in which It works has been
seized by the Government. To selze a war
plant, moreover, regardless of whether the
management or the union is at fault, con=
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fuses the issue. Experience shows, in fact,
that striking unions often welcome this
procedure and actually try to force it.”
Those of us who voted against this bill
have been accused of doing so for political
reasons. It would seem one seeking po-
litical favor would have voted for the bill
and with the crowd on the popular side.
The only criterion should be what is best
for the war effort. We followed the recom-
mendation of the war agencles who sald
that to adopt this bill would be unwise and
would imperil peaceful labor relations and
impede war production,
May 15, 1943,
Hon. ANprEw J. May,
Chairman, Committee on Military Affairs,
House of Representatives, Washington,
D, C

Dear Mr. CHAmMAN: We are writing to ex-
press certain views with respect io the
amended version of 8. 786, a bill relating to
the use and operation by the United States
of certain plants in the interest of the na-
tional defense, which was reported by the
Committee on Military Affairs to the House
on May 11, 1943.

The War Department, the Navy Depart-
ment, the Unilted States Maritime Commis-
sion, and the War Production Board, heing
the agencies primarily responsible for the
production and procurement of war materials,
are unanimous in their judgment that some
sectlons in the bill as presently drawn would
tend to Interfere with such production and
procurement by stimulating industrial un-
rest. The Department of Labor, the National
Labor Relations Board, and the four public
members of the National War Labor Board,
these being the Federal agencies primarily
concerned with the maintenance of orderly
industrial relations, concur in this view and
believe that the bill, as it stands, would im-
pair the effectiveness of the existing ma-
chinery for the orderly settlement of labor
disputes.

The commitfee bill proposes drastic and
far-reaching changes in the over-all ma-
chinery and principles established by statute,
Executive order, and mutual agreement, for
dealing with labor relations in the war period.
According to the committee report, these
changes are imperative because of the emer-
gency which may arise from the current dis-
pute in the coal industry. But the bill in its
terms is not limited to that industry and
therefore must be appraised with respect to
its impact upon the whole fleld of industrial
production.

While recognizing the gravity of the coal
mining situatior, and without attempting
to suggest here what specific’ steps should
be taken in dealing with that situation, we
note that, elnce thr Government has taken

ion of the coal mines, only a few sec-
tions of the bill have any bearing upon that
particular dispute. The bill relates to Amer-
fean industry generally and to the whole
problem of maintalning industrial peace in
time of war. It is accordingly felt that
in evaluating the bill our judgment should
not be obscured by the exception presented
by the coal mining situation to an otherwise
unprecedented record of industrial peace
since Pearl Harbor.
strikes have occurred since the declaration
of war, they have, with very few exceptions,
been unauthorized stoppages of short dura-
tion opposed by the responsible leadership of
organized labor, and the total man-days lost
have been less than at any other time in our
industrial history.

The bill contains numerous coercive pro-
visions, including injunctions and criminal
penalties. At the same time It impliedly
recognizes the propriety of strikes after a
30-day notice and a secret ballot. In both
these respects the bill runs squarely counter
to the national policy embodied In the vol-
untary and unconditional no-strike agree-

Although a number of.
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ment entered into by industry and labor
with the President immediately after Pearl
Harbor. This agreement, which represents
the cornerstone of our wartime industrial
relations structure, has been supplemented
in a number of industries by written agree-
ments outlawing strikes and lock-outs for
the period of the war. This nationally ac=
cepted arrangement, whereby strikes and
lock-outs have been outlawed by voluntary
action, has proven by experience so satisfac-
tory that a change in the arrangement should
be approached with greatest caution. It
would seem unwise in time of war to experi-
ment with an uniried substitute for a pol=-
icy whose worth is already demonstrated.

The absence of any comment in this let-
ter on other features of the bill does not
necessarily imply approval of those features.
The shortage of time has prevented the prep-
aration and submission of any joint detailed
analysis. Some of the undersigned agencies
will, however, submit additional comment
on the sections of the bill bearing on prob=-
lems respecting which they have special
knowledge and experience.

Bincerely,
Jno. J. McCloy, War Department;
Frank EKnox, Navy Department;

Frances Perkins, Labor Depart=
ment; D. M. Nelson, War Produc-
tlon Board; E. 8. Land, United
States Maritime Commisgien;
H. A. Millis, National Labor Rela-
tions Board; William H. Davis,
George W. Taylor, Wayne L. Morse,
Frank P, Graham, the four publie
members of the National War
Labor Board.
To the Senate:

I am returning herewith, without my ap-
proval, 8. 796, the so-called War Labor Dis-
putes bill.

It is not a simple bill, for it covers many
subjects. I approve many of the sections;
but other sections tend to obscure the
issues or to write into war legislation certain
extraneous matter which appears to be dis-
criminatory. In the form submitted to me,
the accomplishment of its avowed purpose—
the prevention of strikes in wartime—could
well be made more difficult instead of more
effective.

Let there be no misunderstanding of the
reasons which prompt me to veto this bill
at this fime.

I am unalterably opposed to strikes in war-
time. I do not hesitate to use the powers
of Government to prevent them.

It is clearly the will of the American peo-
ple that for the duration of the war all labor
disputes be settled by orderly procedures es=
tablished by law. It is the will of the Ameri-
can people that no war work be interrupted
by strike or lock-out.

American labor as well as American busi-
ness gave their “no strike, no lcck-out"” pledge
after the attack on Pearl Harbor.

That pledge has been well kept except in
the case of the leaders of the United Mine
‘Workers. For the entire year of 1942 the time
lost by strikes averaged only five one-hun-
dredths of 1 percent of the total man-hours
worked. The American people should realize
that fact—that 989.95 percent of the work
went forward without strikes, and that only
five one-hundredths of 1 percent of the work
was delayed by strikes. That record has
never before been equalled in this country.
It is as gootl or better than the record of
any of our allies in wartime. -

But laws are often necessary to make a
very small minority of people live up to the
standards that the great majority of people
follow. Recently there has been interrup-
tion of work in the coal industry, even after
it was taken over by the Government. I
understand and sympathize with the general
purpose of the war-disputes bill to make such
interruptions clearly unlawful,
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The first seven sections of the bill are di-
rected to this objective.

Section 1 provides that the act may be
cited as the War Labor Disputes Act.

Section 2 relates to definitions.

Section 3 gives statutory authority to the
President to seize war facilities—a power al-
ready exercised on several occasions under
Executive order or proclamation.

Sections 4 and 5 of the bill provide for
maintaining existing terms and conditions
of employment except as directed by the War
Labor Eoard,

Scetion 6 makes it a criminal offense to
instigate, direct, or ald a striké in a Gov-
‘ernment-operated plant or mine.

This would make possible the arrest of a
few leaders who would give bond for their
appearance at trial. It would assure punish-
ment for those found guilty, and might also
have some deterrent effect. But it would
not assure continuance of war production in
the most critical emergencies.

Section T gives the National War Labor
Board statutory authority and defines its
powers.

Broadly speaking, these sections incorpo-
rate into statute the existing machinery for
settling labor disputes. The penalties pro-
vided by the act do not defract from the
moral sanctions of labor’s no-strike pledge.

If the bill were limited to these seven sec-
tions I would sign it.

But the bill contains other provisions
which have no place in legislation to prevent
strikes in wartime and which in fact would
foment Slow-downs and strikes.

I doubt whether the public generally is
familiar with these provisions. I doubt
whether the Congress had the opportunity
fully to appraise the effects of these pro-
visions upon war production.

Section 8 requires the representative of
employees of a war contractor to give notice
of a labor dispute which threatens seriously
to interrupt war production to the SBecretary
of Labor, the National War Labor Board, and
the National Labor Relations Board in order
to give the employees the opportunity to ex-
press themselves by secret ballot whether
they will permit such interruption of war
production.

It would force a labor leader who is trying
to prevent a strike in accordance with his
no-strike pledge to give the notice which
would cause the taking of a strike ballot and
might actually precipitate a strike.

In wartime we cannot sanction strikes with
or without notice.

Section 8 further makes it mandatory that
the National Labor Relations Board on the
thirtieth day after the giving of the notice
take a secret ballot among the employees in
the “plants, mines, facilities, bargaining unit
or bargaining units,” as the case may be, on
the question of whether they will stop work.
This requirement would open the whole con-
troversy over bargalning units—a fruitful
source of controversy and of bitter jurisdic-
.tlonal strife.

Section 8 ignores completely labor's no-
strike pledge and provides in effect for strike
notices and strike ballots. Far from dis-
couraging strikes, these provisions would
stlmulate labor unrest and give Government
sanction to strike agitations.

The 30 days allowed before the strike vote
is taken under Government auspices might
well become a boiling period instead of a
cooling period. The thought and energles
of the workers would be diverted from war
production to vote getting.

The heads of our military, naval, and
production agencles have testified that these
provisions are likely to be subversive of the
very purpose of the bill—uninterrupted pro-

. duction.

Section @ of the bill prohibits for the pe-

Tlod of the war political contributions by la=-
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bor organizations, This provision obviously
has no relevancy to a bill prohibiting strikes
during the war in plants operated by the
Government or to a “War Labor Disputes
Act.” If there be merit in the prohibition,
it should not be confined to wartime, and
careful consideration should be given to the
appropriateness of extending the prohibi-
tion to other nonprofit organizations.

There should be no misunderstanding—I
intend to use the powers of Government to
prevent the interruption of war production
by strikes. I shall approve legislation that
will truly strengthen the hands of Govern-
ment in dealing with such strikes, and will
prevent the defiance of the National War
Labor Board’s decisions.

I recommend that the Selective Bervice
Act be amended so that persons may be in-
ducted into noncombat military service up
to the age of 65 years, This will enable us to
Induct into military service all persons who
engage in strikes ®r stoppages or other in-
terruptions of work in plants in the posses-
sion of the Unlted States.

This direct approach’is necessary to insure
the continuity of war work, The only alter-
native would be to extend the principle of
selective service and make It universal in
character,

I recognize that this bill has an entirely
praiseworthy purpose to insure full war pro-
duction. But I am convinced that section 8
will produce strikes in vital war plants which
otherwise would not occur. Therefore, 1
could not properly discharge the duties of
my office if I were to approve 5. 796.

FrankKuN D. ROOSEVELT,

THE WHITE HoUsE, June 25, 1943,

Mr. ANGELL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to revise and extend
my remarks and to include -certain
papers.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. GamsLE (at the request of Mr.
Hancock), on account of iliness.

To Mr. THomasoNy (at the request of
Mr. MasON), for June 25, on account of
official business with the War Depart-
ment.

To Mr. Broom, for 5 days, on account
of official Government business, _

To Mr. Vorys of Ohio, for 5 days, on
account of official Government business.

To Mr, Bates of Kentucky, for Satur-
day and Monday, on account of business.

To Mr. Bearn (at the request of Mr.
MarTIN of Massachusetts), from June 25
to June 28, on account of official busi-
ness.

To Mr, THoMas of New Jersey. (at the
request of Mr. Powers), for 3 days, on
account of illness,

To Mr. HarTLEY (at the request of Mr,
Eaton), for 2 days. on account of official
business.

To Mr. WoLverToN of New Jersey (at
the request of Mr. CANFIELD), for 1 day,
on account of illness.

To Mr. Towe (at the request of Mr.
Powegrs), from June 25 to July 1, on ac-
count of illness.

To Mr. SunpstroM (at the request of
Mr. Kean), for June 25 and 26, on ac-
count of official business,

To Mrs. Luce (at the request of Mr.
MarTiIN of Massachusetts), beginning
June 25 until July 3, on acwunt of official
business.

JUNE 25

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s table
and, under the rule, referred as follows:

8. 1242, An act to authorize appropriations
for salaries and expenses, Office of Fishery
Coordination; to the Committee on the Mer-
chant Marine and Fisheries.

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
SIGNED

Mr. ELEIN, from the Committee on
Enrolled Bills, reported that that com-
mittee had examined and found truly
enrolled bills and a joint resolution of
the House of the following titles, which
were thereupon signed by the Speaker:

H.R.338. An act to authorize the incor-
porated city of Anchorage, Alaska, to pur-
chase and improve the electric light and
power system of the Anchorage Light &
Power Co., Inc., an Alaska corporation, and
for such purpose to issue bonds in the sum
of not to exceed $1,250,000 in excess of pres-
ent statutory debt limits;

H.R.2292,. An act to amend an act en-
titled “An act to provide for the use of the
American National Red Cross in aid of the
land and naval forces in time of actual or
threatened war';

H.R. 2409. An act making appropriations
for the legislative branch and for the judi-
ciary for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1944,
and for other purposes;

H.R.2612. An act to extend the effective
date of the act of December 17, 1941, relat=-
ing to additional safeguards to the radio
communications service of ships of the
United States; and

H,J.Res. 131. Joint resolution giving the
consent of the Congress to an agreement be-
tween the State of Indiana and the Com-
monwealth of Eentucky, establishing a
boundary between sald State and said Com-
monwealth.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr, McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 5 o'clock and 35 minutes p. m.) the
House, under the order heretofore
adopted, adjourned until Monday, June
28, 1943, at 12 o’clock noon.

COMMITTEE HEARINGS
COMMITTEE ON THE CIvIL SERVICE

The Committee on the Civil Service
will hold a public hearing on Saturday,
June 26, 1943, at 10 a. m. (H. Res. 16),
for further investigation and studies of
the policies and practices relating to
civilian employment in governmental de-
partments, room 246, old House Office
Building.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

The Special Subcommittee on Bank-
ruptey and Reorganization of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary will conduct fur-
ther hearings on H. R. 2857, a bill to
amend section 77 of the act of July 1,
1898, entitled “An act to establish a uni-
form system of bankruptey throughout
the United States;” as amended at 10
a. m. on Wednesday, June 30, 1943, in
room 346, old House Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
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for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BURCH of Virginia: Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads. H. R. 2928,
_ A bill to amend the act entitled “An act
to fix the hours of duty of postal employees,
and for other purposes,” approved August
14, 1935, as amended; with amendment (Rept.
No. 600). Referred to the Comunittee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. LANHAM: Committee on Public Build-
ings and Grounds. H., R. 3020. A bill to
suthorize the use of part of the United States
Capitol grounds east of the Union Station
for the parking of motor vehicles; without
amendment (Rept. No. 601). Referred to the
Commlittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

Mr. SABATH: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 262 Resolution authorizing the
Committee on Irrigation and Reclamation to

- make an investigation of the plans for im-
provement of the Columbia River; with
amendment (Rept. No. 602). Referred to the
House Calendar.

Mr., LANHAM: Committee on Patents,
H. R. 82. A bill to provide for the registra-
tion and protection of trade-marks used in
commerce, to carry out the provisions of
certain international conventions, and for
other purposes; with amendment (Rept. No.
603). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr, BABATH: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 271, Resolution for the consid-
eration of H. R. 2975, a bill to increase by
$300,000,000 the amount authorized to be ap-
propriated for defense housing under the act
of October 14, 1940, us amended, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
604). Referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida: Committee on
the Public Lands. H. R. 1388. A hill to au-
thorize the amcceptance of donations of land
for the construction of a scenic parkway to
provide an appropriate view of the Great
Smoky Mountains National Park from the
Tennessee side of the park, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
608). Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. MADDEN: Committee on the Post Of-
fice and Post Roads. H. R. 2922. A bill to
further amend the act of June 25, 1938, en-
titled “An act extending the classified civil
service to include postmasters of the first,
second, and third classes, and for other pur-
poses’; without amendment (Rept. No. 609).
Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

Mr. PETERSON of Florida: Committee on
the Public Lands. H. R. 2607. A bill to pro-
vide for the disposal of materials or resources
on the public lands of the United States
which are under the exclusive jurisdiction
of the Becretary of the Interior; without
amendment (Rept. No, 610), Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. RANKIN:

H.R.3050. A bill providing for the promo=-
tion of certain substitute rural carriers; to
the Commlttee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

By Mr. WEAVER:

H.R.3054. A bill to amend the Expediting

Act; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
By Mr. BRYSON:

H. J. Res. 143. Joint resolution proposing an
amendment to the Constitution of the United
States relating to intoxicating liquors; to the
Com:mittee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. HARTLEY:

H. Con. Res. 32, Concurrent resolution re-
questing the President to cause an investiga=
tion and report to be made with respect to
the existing petroleum situation; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. FENTON:

H.R. 3051, A bill for the relief of Donato
Forlin and Analia Gisella Forlin; to the Com-
mittee on Immigration and Naturalization.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R. 3052. A bill to correct the naval rec-
ord of Carlo Sclone; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs. :

By Mr. SHAFER:

H.R.2053. A bill for the rellef of the
Realty Bond & Mortgage Co. and Robert W.
Keith; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1740. By Mr. JACKSON: Petition favoring
House bill 2082; to the Committee on the
Judieciary.

1741. By Mr. ANGELL: Petition of certain
citizens of Oregon, asking for the enactment
of House bill 2082; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

1742. By Mr. GRIFFITHS: Petition of sun-
dry citizens of McConnelsville, Ohlo, urging
the passage of House bill 2082, introduced by
Hon. JoserH R. Bryson, of South Carolina, to
reduce absentesism, conserve manpower, and
speed production of materials necessary for
the winning of the war, by prohibiting the
manufacture, sale, or transportation of alco-
holic liquors in the United States for the
duration of the war and until the termina-
tion of mobilization; to the Committee on
the Judiciary. .

1743. Also, petition of sundry citizens of
Monroe County, urging passage of House bill
2082, introduced by Hon. JoserH R. BRYsoN,
of South Carolina, to reduce absenteeism,
conserve manpower, and speed production of
materials necessary for the winning of the
war by prohibiting the manufacture, sale, or
transportation of alcoholic liquors in the
United States for the duration of the war
and until the termination of demobilization;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1744. Also, petition of sundry citizens of
Cumberland, Ohio, urging passage of House
bill 2082, introduced by Hon. JOsErH R. BRY~-
soN, of South Carolina, to reduce absentee-
i{sm, conserve manpower, and speed produc-
tion of materials necessary for the winning of
the war, by prohibiting the manufacture,
gale, or transportation of alcoholic liguors
in the United States for the duration of the
war and until the termination of mobiliza-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1745. By Mr. HEIDINGER: Communica-
tions from B. D. Gates, C. M. Hine, and Frank
Durfee, all of Harrisburg, and Charley Lock-
wood, of Galatia, all representative farmers
of Saline County, Ill., opposing the proposed
subsidy and price roll-back oh foods as being
unfair to the farmer and additional expense
to the taxpayers; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

1746. Also, communication from the Clay
County Farm Bureau, of Clay County, 1.,
opposing the proposed subsidy and roll-back
on food prices; to the Commitiee on Agri-
culture.

1747. Also, communication from J. King
Eaton, president, Sanitary Milk Producers,
opposing the proposed subsidy and price roll-
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back on foods; to the Committee on Agrie
culture.

1748. Also, communications from M. M,
Land, Walter L, Clark, Ulla D, Given, and W,
L. Miller, all representative farmers of White
County, Ill., opposing the proposed subsidy
and price roll-back on foods as being unfair
to the farmers of the country; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

1749. By Mr. LurHEr A, JornsoN: Petition
of R. T. Kiersey of Franklin, Tex., favoring
House bills 1119 and 1167T; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

1760. By Mr. Macnuson: Petition favor-
ing House bill 2082; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

1751. By Mr. Vorys of Ohlo: Petition of
Mrs. Frank DeLashmutt and 59 other resi=
dents of Franklin County, urging the enact=
ment of House bill 2082; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

1752. Also, petition of 82 residents of
Frankiin County, urging the enactment of
House bill 2082; to the Committee on the
Judiclary.

SENATE
SATURDAY, JUNE 26, 1943

(Legislative day of Monday, May 24,
1943)

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m., on
the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Our Father God, we would be valiant
in a day when the hearts of many turn
to water in them. As we here seek a solu«
tion for the Nation’s fangled problems,
may we not be found unwilling to pay the
price of better things. Teach us the
vanity and futility of a quest for salva-
tion which leaves ourselves unchanged.
We mourn the misunderstandings and
suspicions, the alienations, the strife be-
tween class and class, which weaken the
Nation's strength and sap our vitality
when in this age on ages telling we must
be strong, for our own sakes and for the
sake of the world’s tomorrow. As we
remember those of our own fellow coun-
trymen who in far places are ready to lay
down their lives for the preservation of
our heritage of freedom, save us from
lowering the shield of national solidarity
just as the air is filled with the poison
arrows of determined foes.

O Thou, in whose Holy Name our Na-
tion was baptized at its birth, enable us
to find that one highway along which we
may -march together to the promised
land. Grant that we may be found
among the shining company of prophets
and forerunners who, amid the encircling
gloom, have sought the mind and the
will of God and who have known the
time of his visitation and restoration and
with faith and hope and love have pre-

pared the way of the Lord. We ask it in
the dear Redeemer’s name. Amen,
THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. HiLr, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of the calendar day
Friday, June 25, 1943, was dispensed with,
and the Journal was approved.
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